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October 3, 1997

Mr. Cecil 1 . Wright
Executive Secretary
Missouri Public Service Commission
301 West High Street, Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Re: Case No. TO-98-1 I S

DearMr. Wright :

Enclosed for filing with the Commission in the above-referenced case are the original and ten
copies of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company's Response to Petition ofAT&T
Communications of the Southwest, Inc . for Second Compulsory Arbitration to Establish Terms
and Conditions of Interconnection Agreement Between AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company.

Thank you for bringing this matter to the attention ofthe Commission .

Sincerely,

0101
Diana J . Hdrter

Enclosures

CC:

	

Parties of Record

Diana J. Harter
Attorney
Phone 314 247-8280

Southwestern Bell Telephone
Legal Department
Room 630
100 North Tucker Boulevard
St. Louis, y0 63101-1976
Phone 314 247-2022
Fax 314 247-0881
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of AT&T Communications
ofthe Southwest, Inc.'s Petition for Second
Compulsory Arbitration Pursuant to
Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection
Agreement with Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company ,

Telecommunications Act of 1996 (FTA) responds to the Petition for Second Compulsory

Arbitration filed by AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc . (AT&T) as follows :
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Case No. TO-98-115

RESPONSE OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
TO PETITION OF AT&T COMMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.
FOR SECOND COMPULSORY ARBITRATION TO ESTABLISH TERMS AND
CONDITIONS OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT BETWEEN AT&T AND

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

COMESNOW Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) and pursuant to the

I . BACKGROUND

As stated by AT&T, AT&T commenced negotiations with SWBT in Missouri on

numerous issues on March 14, 1996 . Though AT&T and SWBT made substantial progress on

several issues, a number of issues remained unresolved . AT&T filed a Petition for Compulsory

Arbitration with this Commission on July 29, 1996 . Following a nearly two week long hearing,

the Commission issued its Final Arbitration Order on July 31, 1997 .

On September 10, 1997, AT&T has filed a Second Request for Arbitration concerning

issues and terms arising from AT&T's April 3, 1997 request to negotiate with SWBT . AT&T has

raised over two hundred issues in its matrix for the Second Request for Arbitration . A lot of

issues are duplicative of issues already listed in other categories ofthe matrix . SWBT believes

there are eleven areas for arbitration with details under each issue . AT&T has asked the

Commission to arbitrate each and every remaining detail of AT&T's proposed Interconnection

Contract, even some issues concerning items which AT&T does not plan to order in the near

future .



As SWBT stated in its response to AT&T's First Request for Arbitration, the Commission

should not use a baseball style arbitration decision making technique . The Commission should

review the parties' positions and testimony and then order policy positions for the parties to

follow . In the Commission's January, 1997 Order on Reconsideration, the Commission held that

baseball arbitration was inappropriate .

SWBT received a copy ofthe Commission's Order near 5:00 p.m . on October 2, 1997 .

SWBT did not have a sufficient amount oftime to insert the reasoning and holdings of the

October 2, 1997 Order into the attached matrix . SWBT requests the right to modify its position

on the issues addressed in the October 2, 1997 Order through testimony . Though SWBT did

attempt to insert some ofthe October 2, 1997 holdings into this Response, SWBT requests the

right to modify and clarify its positions based upon the October 2, 1997 Order .

II.

	

REQUESTED ISSUES FOR ARBITRATION

AT&T has broken the issues into eleven categories . Category I is IntraLATA Toll/Access

issue . One ofthe major issues under this heading is whether AT&T is entitled to interLATA

dialing parity before SWBT is authorized to provide inregion interLATA services . SWBT's

position is that SWBT is not obligated to provide interLATA dialing parity under Section

271(e)(2)(B) of the Act until SWBT has interLATA reliefor three years after implementation . In

the Commission's Order in Case No. TO-97-40, the Commission held that : "[I]ntraLATA dialing

parity requirements and cost recovery mechanisms have been established in a recent FCC order

and will also be addressed in to TO-96-135 as well as other current and future state dockets . No

action is required in this arbitration ." [paragraph 32 .] This, like several other issues in AT&T's

matrix, is an attempt to rearbitrate issues upon which the Commission has already ruled .

AT&T raises the same issue under Issue 1 and Issue 2 of the Matrix, Category l . The

repetitive insertion of issues was and is a major problem throughout AT&T's Matrix format.

Rephrasing the issue in an attempt to receive a different order from the Commission is waste of

both the resources ofthe Commission and SWBT.

Under Category II, Customized Routing, Operator Services and Directory Assistance, it

was SWBT's understanding that the issue on rate quotations was resolved through negotiations .

AT&T had earlier agreed to give SWBT AT&T's rating information so SWBT could accurately



inform the end user of AT&T's rates upon the end user's request . This issue and issue Number 1

which merely states that the parties filed a list of 15 issues for the Commission's determination

should both be eliminated .

The only existing issue under Category II is whether SWBT is obligated to customize

route local directory assistance calls by changing the fundamental nature of the signaling

associated with those calls . Feature Group C signaling is the standard signaling associated with

local directory assistance calls . SWBT has no obligation to change signaling to Feature Group D

signaling. The Eighth Circuit held in the interconnection appeal of CC Docket No. 96-98, Iowa

Utilities Commission , No. 96-3321, July, 1997, that a local exchange company has no

requirement to make fundamental changes to its network to accommodate interconnectors .

Therefore, SWBT can not be required to convert Feature Group C signaling to a Feature Group

D signaling .

There are numerous issues raised under Operations Issues in Category III of the AT&T

Matrix . Some of these issues involve timing for operational support systems and conditions for

ordering, preordering and provisioning functions . AT&T's basic strategy throughout this

Category of issues is to equate the operational support systems used for Resale with systems

needed for unbundled network elements . SWBT EASE system is used by SWBT for retail

services and can be used for resale services . The EASE system is not designed to support UNEs

which are usage sensitive in nature . SWBT EDI and LEX interfaces are available to fully support

the following UNEs (unbundled local loop, unbundled local loop with INP, INP unbundled switch

ports and loop with port .) As OBF, a forum in which both SWBT and AT&T are both actively

involved, issues further guidelines, SWBT will implement additional functions . EASE is not

required . The Commission rejected AT&T's arguments in its October 2, 1997 Arbitration Order

Regarding Joint Motion for Expedited Resolution of Issues (See Issue 5) .

AT&T also requests that SWBT obtain information about what UNEs AT&T needs to

accomplish AT&T's objective in providing a particular service . SWBT is not required to provide

such information to AT&T. As the Eighth Circuit held : "Requesting carriers must specify to

incumbent LECs the network elements they seek before they can obtain such elements on an

unbundled basis." AT&T's demands are unreasonable .



Category IV concerns issues over unbundled network elements (UNE) parity . The issue is

whether AT&T can demand that SWBT identify and assemble the combination of UNEs

necessary to provide a SWBT retail service . The Eighth Circuit has already rejected AT&T's

argument.

Each element for a UNE has associated with it a monthly recurring rate, and, at the time

the element is ordered, a nonrecurring rate . AT&T wants to eliminate all nonrecurring rates by

ordering the UNEs in an "interconnected" package. This violates the Act as well as the rules of

the FCC which require that network elements will be offered on an unbundled basis and priced

separately . (See 47 C .F.R . §51 .307(d)(1997)) .

AT&T also seeks to convert SWBT's retail customers "as is" to AT&T's repackaged

unbundled network service offerings and to avoid paying service activation and other

nonrecurring charges associated with the provisioning of those unbundled network elements .

AT&T is attempting to order the same retail service at a higher effective discount (50-70%

instead of 19.2%) by labeling it as an order for unbundled network elements and ignoring the

nonrecurring charges associated with the elements . The Commission rejected AT&T's argument .

As the Commission stated in its October 2, 1997 Order, page 5 : "[T]he Service Order charge

shall apply to all initial orders for service from SWBT."

AT&T again raises the issue throughout Category IV of UNEs being available with the

same ordering and provisioning as resale. These issues are the same as those raised by AT&T

under Category III and must be found inconsistent with the Act .

Under Category V, AT&T states that if it requests items not on Attachment B ofthe July

31, 1997 Arbitration Order that SWBT must provide the item free of charge . As the Commission

stated in its October 2, 1997 Order, AT&T must pay the costs to establish customized routing.

(Issue 10) . AT&T must also pay for the cost of branding . (Issue 4) . The Commission has never

required SWBT to give rating, entrance facilities, standalone multiplexing, digital cross-connect

systems or access to operational support systems to AT&T for free .

	

These items were not on

Attachment B.

	

(October 2, 1997 Order) .

Several issues, like Issue Ib (free multiplexing) are raised numerous times throughout

AT&T's Matrix . The Commission has already stated in its October 2, 1997 Order that SWBT

can charge for branding and rating . Under Issue 3, AT&T complains that SWBT should supply



AT&T with directory assistance listings free of charge . Such is not the case, nor has the

Commission so held .

Under Category VI, AT&T seeks to compel SWBT to make available a single trunk

group to carry local, intraLATA and interLATA traffic to avoid the payment of access charges .

AT&T must still pay access charges for its interexchange traffic . AT&T is attempting to make it

impossible for SWBT to accurately charge and collect access charges for the interexchange

portion of the traffic over the trunk . Section 251(g) of the FTA makes it clear that AT&T must

pay access rates for its interexchange traffic and for the facilities necessary to deliver that traffic to

SWBT. AT&T also demands payment oftandem interconnection rates and end office switching

compensation for functions performed only at an AT&T end office . Tandem Switching

compensation should only be available when a tandem switch is utilized . AT&T also wants

SWBT to revenue share with AT&T for wireless service using AT&T's tariffed rates instead of

SWBT's tariffed rates . SWBT can only charge CMRS providers SWBT's tariffed rates, not

AT&T's tariffed rates .

Under VIII, Performance Criteria, AT&T wants to impose specific performance

measurements on SWBT and penalties . SWBT is willing to provide performance measurements

to AT&T, but objects to the performance standards which AT&T requests . SWBT has listed the

performance measurements it should be required to provide and outlined customer affecting

performance measurements associated with liquidated damages .

Under IX, AT&T has raised the morass of issues concerning pole attachments . The PSC

has already discussed and approved numerous methodologies and procedures proposed by

SWBT, as well as SWBT's rates, in the PSC's December, 1996 Arbitration Order and its Order

on Reconsideration on October 2, 1997 . AT&T has agreed to many of the "Master Agreement"

pole provisions proposed by SWBT. A lot of the dispute (over 25 pages of the matrix) concerns

indemnification and limitation of liability language which deals with risks associated with outside

plant . These risks are entirely different from the risks involved with respect to other portions of

the parties interconnection agreement . When AT&T personnel go to the sites of SWBT's poles,

no notice to SWBT is required and SWBT has not reserved the right to have construction

inspectors present since AT&T fought vigorously to keep SWBT construction inspectors away

from the work operation . Since AT&T is in control of the site, AT&T should indemnify SWBT



from any damages arising from AT&T. use of the site . Though numerous other issues are raised

in Cateogry IX, most of the other issues deal with SWBT's procedures already approved by the

PSC. The PSC should allow SWBT to impose the terms and conditions in SWBT's pole

attachment .

Section X deals with issues concerning terms and conditions . These include issues about

SWBT's limitation that AT&T use SWBT's services and elements for a lawful purpose . Of

course, the Commission should uphold this requirement . Other issues concern AT&T's refusal to

obtain licenses or right of use agreements associated with network elements purchased by AT&T.

Only AT&T knows how AT&T plans to combine UNEs and AT&T must be responsible for

obtaining any necessary license . Other limitation of liability issues arise such as language which,

except for losses claimed by end users, apportions responsibility of SWBT and AT&T for claimed

losses ofthird parties jointly caused . Such language is reasonable and should be accepted .

SWBT has proposed other limitations of liability language for particular services which are

tailored to specifically address the risks involved with provision of those services . SWBT further

proposes language under which the Party whose end user made such loss should defend and

indemnify the other party for claims by its enduser unless caused by gross negligence or willful

misconduct . If such a limitation does not exist, then SWBT's costs of protecting against such

risks must be included in its services and elements . AT&T can manage this problem and mitigate

its indemnification exposure, by including in its tariff or contracts a limitation of SWBT's liability

to the AT&T customer . Other issues under Category X include the term ofthe agreement for the

provision of Operator Services and Directory Assistance . SWBT proposes a one year term which

is reasonable .

The last Category XI, deals with issues concerning collocation . The Commission found in

its December 1996 Arbitration that SWBT could use ICB methods to offer collocation . AT&T

continues to object to the ICB process and the Commission's holding that allowed SWBT to

determine eligible structures and space available for collocation . AT&T also demands numerous

inspections of the space and the establishment ofnumerous deadlines and time periods . AT&T

also demands the right to "hold" space which it is not using and to "reserve" space . Such

demands for "warehousing" limit the ability of other LSPs to collocate and must be denied .

AT&T also makes demands concerning the use of SWBT's space outside of AT&T's collocation



cage . This space is SWBT's central office or other structure and SWBT, not AT&T, must

control that SWBT space . AT&T raises numerous other issues aimed at allowing AT&T to

assert control over SWBT facilities and numerous "rights for approval or modifications." The

areas are in SWBT, NOT AT&T's, structures and SWBT must maintain control .

III.

	

PROCEDURES TO BE ADOPTED

AT&T has filed a voluminous matrix which states AT&T's position on numerous issues .

AT&T has slanted the issue statement and repeated several issues under different tabbed

categories . For example, there are numerous issues under category four, Parity in Provisioning

and Utilization ofUnbundled Network Element Issues that are listed as the same or almost

identical issues under category five, Unresolved Pricing Issues . AT&T has demanded in its

Second Arbitration request that SWBT follow the matrix format and insert SWBT's position .

SWBT has attempted to insert its position attached hereto and incorporated herein into the matrix

but found that the matrix was insufficient for the Commission to identify the parties' positions, the

nature of the dispute and the issues which the Commission are being asked to resolve . Both

because SWBT needs to create a sufficient record and in order to properly spell out the issues,

SWBT believes that testimony and an evidentiary hearing must be conducted .

Unlike a hearing issues memorandum, the matrix format does not require the parties to

agree to the issues list to be arbitrated or the wording ofthe issues . SWBT disagrees with the

wording ofthe issues as well as the fact that several issues are repeated under different "tabbed

categories." Testimony, an issues memorandum and a hearing are necessary in order to clarify the

issues . SWBT objects to AT&T's attempt to deny SWBT its right to introduce testimony and

cross-exam witnesses . AT&T should not be allowed to control the procedures for this

Arbitration . Testimony is necessary and a three day hearing for the numerous issues raised by

AT&T is impossible .

AT&T should also not be allowed to circumvent the statutory time allowed for the

Commission to issue its Order on Arbitration . The Commission has until January 5, 1998, under

the FTA, to issue its Report and Order . The parties should then be allowed ample time to

negotiate contractual language consistent with provisions of the Commission's Order. There

should not be a requirement that the parties have only six working days (excluding Christmas and



New Year's Day) to negotiate language to be inserted into the Interconnection Agreement on the

over two hundred allegedly distinct issues raised by AT&T.

SWBT proposes the following schedule be adopted .

Direct Testimony :
Rebuttal Testimony :
Hearing Memorandum :
Hearing :
Briefs :
Report and Order :

October 20, 1997
November 3, 1997
November 10, 1997
November 17-26, 1997
December 12, 1997
January 5, 1998

WHEREFORE, SWBT requests that the Commission schedule a preheating to set a

hearing schedule as soon as possible which incorporates testimony filings and a hearing within the

time frame mandated by the FTA.

Respectfully submitted,

By
PAUL G. LANE
DIANA J . HARTER
LEO J. BUB
ANTHONY K. CONROY

Attorneys for
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
100 N. Tucker, Room 630
St . Louis, MO 63101-1976
(314) 247-8280

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

#27011
#31424
#34326
#35199

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing document were served to all parties on the
attached Service List by first-class postage prepaid, U.S . Mail on October 3, 1997 .
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OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL
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GENERAL COUNSEL
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SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE

CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

CASE NO. TO-98-115

MISSOURI -

OCTOBER 3, 1997



1 . Receipt of Toll Revenue

SWBT Statement of issue :

Is AT&T entitled to intfal-ATA dialing
parity before SWBT is authorized to
provide inregion interl-ATA services?

AT&T Statementof Issue :

When it purchases LINE local
switching, should AT&T be recognized
as the intral-ATA toll provider and
therefore receive access and toll
revenue, prior to implementation of
dual PIC?

I. INTRALATAAAAAAQLL/ACCESS
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

Yes. As a provider of local service,
prior to dual PIC, AT&T is entitled to
IntraLATA toll revenues. After dual
PIC, the intral-ATA revenue will
accrue to the intralATA PIC . Until
then, when AT&T pays the full cost
of UNE switching, it should receive
the full switching functionality,
including the ability to process all
types of calls originated by its
customer over the unbundled switch .
Having received full compensation
for the elements (switching) that
serve an AT&T customer, SWBT
may not receive additional revenue
(toll) for that customers usage of
those elements under the Act . Until
dual PIC, the customer's choice of a
local service provider should
determine his or her intral-ATA
carrier as well . That is how it has
been for SWBT. That is how it
should be for all LSPs prior to dual
PIC.

The FCC has recognized that
section 251(c)(3) of the Act permits
requesting telecommunications
carriers to purchase UNEs for the
purpose of offering exchange access
services, or for the purpose of
providing exchange access services
to themselves in order to provide
interexchange services to
consumers . FCC Order, T 356 . For
that reason, the FCC properly
concluded that telecommunications
carriers purchasing UNEs to provide
interl-ATA interexchange services or
access services are not required to
pay federal or state exchange
access charges exceptfor e limited
transition mechanism, which has
expired at the time of this writing . Id.
a t 1363 . The FCC recognized that

Attachment 6

5.X The local swltchlna element also
Includes access to all call
orfaination and completion
capabilities (Including Intral-ATA
and Interl-ATA calls), and AT&T is
entitled to all revenues assoclated
with its use ofthose capabilities,
including access and toll revenues.

5 .X SWBT will make available to AT&T
the ability to route all Directory
Assistance and Operator Services calls
(1+411, 0+411, 0-, and 0+ Local, 00+
IntraLATA toll (priorto dual PIC),
O+HNPA-555-1212 (IntraLATA) (prior
to dual PIC), 1+HNPA-555-1212
(InlmlATA) (prior to dual PIC) ) dialed
by AT&T Customers directly to the
AT&T Directory Assistance and
Operator Services platform .
Customized Routing will not be used in
a manner to circumvent the inter or
Intro-LATA PIC process directed by the
FCC .

5 .X AtAT&T'sreguest SWBT will
provide the functionality and
features, Including dialt translation
(i .e ., 1+411 to 900-XXX-XXXX) as
specified by AT&T, within the SWBT
local switch (LS) to route AT&T
customer-dialed Directory
Assistance local and IntmI-ATA calls
to the AT&T designated trunks via
Feature Group D slanaling from
SWBTs 5ESSs, DMS100 switches,
and other switches as it bemmes
technically feasible, or as parties
may otherwise agree, for direct-
dialed calls, (i.e. 1+411,
1+Home/Foreion NPA-555-1212 sent
RAWL

In making its argument, AT&T
completely ignores the fact that SWBT
is not obligated to provide the
requested intrai-ATA dialing parity
under Section 271(e) of the FTA . It is
Southwestern Bell's position that based
upon Section 271(e)(2)(B) of the Act,
Southwestern Bell is not obligated to
route 1+ and/or 0- intraLATA toll calls to
AT&T for handling at this time . As a
result, AT&T's proposed language
should be rejected . This issue of
allowing AT&T intral-ATA dialing parity
was raised in the 1st arbitration and
addressed by the Commission in its
December it, 1996 order in Par . 32
and is not a proper issue for this
arbitration.

The real issue is not whether AT&T can
provide intral-ATA or InterLATA calling
to its customer (which it can) but an
issue of price. The Act struck a
balance which purportedly allowed
LEC's interl-ATA relief once they met
the 271 check list and in balance
provided intraLATA dialing parity to
IXCs (and other CLECs) no earlier than
the'date of such interl-ATA relief or 3
years after implementation : AT&T
seeks here to fill that balance in its
favor end in violation ofthe Act.

SWBT proposes the following
language :

The local switching element also
includes access to all call origination
end completion capabilities which are
provided to SWBT's own customers .
Where technically feasible, SWBT will
provide AT&T with recordings which
will permit it to collect all revenues
associated with the use of the local
switching element . Where such
capability is not available(e .g .,
originating 800 and terminating access
calls), SWBT will continue to seek cost
effective solutions and in the meantime
will ensure that AT&T, as the local
service provider, incurs no charges for
the provision of such dialing capabilities
to their customers.

SWBT proposes the following
language :

SWBT will make available to AT&T the
ability to route all local Directory
Assistance and Operator Service calls
(e .g ., 1+411, 0- end 0+ seven or ten
digit local) dialed by AT&T customers
to the AT&T Directory Assistance and
operator Services Platform . At the
direction of the FCC, 1+HNPA+555-
1212 will be directed to the PIC2
IntralATA carrier once Dialing Parity is
implemented . Customized Routing will
not be used in a manner to circumvent
the inter or IntralATA PIC process
directed by the FCC .

Intral-ATA Toll Access -1
9/10/97



I. INTRALATA TOLL/ACCESS
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

payment of access charges in
addition to UNE charges would
violate the cost-based pricing
standard for UNEs under the Act .

For the same reasons, a CLEC who
purchases unbundled network
elements is entitled to use them to
provide intral-ATA toll services . The
FCC rejected the argument that
CLECs should not be able to use
UNEs to provide originating and
terminating toll services : "Congress
intended the 1996 Act to promote
competition for notonly telephone
exchange and exchange access
services, but also for toll services ."
FCC Order, n361 . Having paid the
full UNE cost of local switching and
any necessary transport and tandem
switching, the CLEC may use those
elements without restriction to
provide telecommunications
services . The full functionality of the
local switch includes the ability to
originate and terminate all types of
calls, including intral-ATA toll calls.
The Act provides no basis for SWBT
to except intral-ATA toll services
from the category of services a UNE
purchaser mayoffer.

Consistent with its rights under the
Act as described above, AT&T has
proposed language in two places
that are necessary to enable AT&T
to provide intral-ATA toll service and
receive the loll revenues (prior to
dual PIC). First, AT&T has proposed
to recognize that, when it purchases
local switching, it obtains the full
functionality of that element,
including the ability to originate and
complete all types of calls, including

n

SWBT proposes the following
language :

Until the implementation of intral-ATA
Dialing Parity, AT&T will pay Intral-ATA
toll rates reduced by the discount rate
applicable to Resale services for all
intral-ATA toll calls initiated by an AT&T
ULS Port. No ULS usage charges will
apply to AT&T .

SWBT proposes the following
language :

At AT&Ts request, SWBT will provide
functionality and features within its LS
to route AT&T customer-dialed
Directory Assistance local and
intral-ATA calls to the designated
trunks via Modified Feature Group C
signaling as defined in the Operator
Services Generic Requirements FR-
NWT.00271 Signaling Module TRNWT-
001.144 . signaling from SWBT
switches for direct dialed directory
assistance calls .

SWBT proposes the following
language :

SWBT will provide the functionality and
features within its local switches to
route AT&T dialed 0/0+ local calls to
AT&T. (Designated trunks via operator
services modified Feature Group C
signaling .)

SWBT proposes the following
language :

When AT&T purchases an Unbundled
local switching element and uses it to
originate an intrastate interl-ATA call
SWBT will charge AT&T an amount
equal to the CCLC (as CCLC may

55-X At AT&T's request, SWBT will
provide functionality and features withi
its LS to route AT&Tcustomer-dialed
Directory Assistance local and
IntraLATA calls to the designated
trunks via Modified Feature Group C
signaling from SWBTs JAESS
switches and other switch types or as
the Parties otherwise agree, for direct
dialed calls, le .g .. 1+411, 0. and
O+Loca1,1+HomelForeian NPAS55-
1212sent paid) .

5 .X SWBT will provide the functionalit!
and features within its local switches tc
routeAT&T dialed 0/0+ local and
Intral-ATA calls (prior to dual PIC) k
AT&T. (Designated trunks via operator
services modified Feature Group C
signaling .)
2.x
When AT&T purchases unbundled
Network Elements to provide
interexchange services or exchange
access services, SWBT will not collect
access charges from AT&T or other
IXC's (except for charges for exchange
access transport services that an IXC
elects to purchase from SWBT).

Appendix PrIcina-UNE

5 .x Until the Implementation of
IntraLATA Dialina Parity. AT&T will
pay applicable ULS-0. ULS-T,
signaling, common transport, and
tandem switchina chargesfor all
IntraLATA toll calls Initiated by an
AT&T UILS Port



I . INTRALATALL/ACCESS
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

intraLATA loll calls, and to receive
access and toll revenues .

	

This
language is shown as disputed in its
entirety . However . AT&T believes
that SWBT agrees that when AT&T
purchases LINE switching, it will
obtain the ability to originate and
complete intral-ATA and interl-ATA
calls for its customer using the
unbundled local switch. For
example, in language SWBT has
proposed elsewhere (which AT&T
disputes on other grounds), SWBT
agrees that -[T]his paragraph does
not limit AT&Ts ability to permit
IXCs to access ULS for the
purpose ofterminating InterLATA
and IntraLATA access traffic or
limit AT&Ts ability to originate
InterLATA or Intral ATA calls
using ULS consistent with Section
X of this attachment." Further,
AT&T and SWBT have agreed on
the routing ofintral-ATA toll calls to
the intraLATA PIC in a post-dual PIC
environment.

What SWBT disputes is AT&Ts
receipt of intral-ATA toll revenues
prior to dual PIC (access disputes
post-dual PIC are discussed
elsewhere) . Although AT&Twill
have paid the full cost of UNE
switching, which SWBT agrees
includes the capability to process
intral-ATA calls, and although the
customer will have made a decision
to change his or her local service
provider from SWBT to AT&T.
SWBT seeks to retain the
prerogative to collect intral-ATA toll
revenues . SWBTs position will
result in its own recovery of
revenues in excess ofcosts, and will
in effect deny AT&Tfull local

change from time to time) for all
intrastate interl-ATA (or intrastate
intral-ATA effective with dialing parity)
whole minutes of AT&T customer traffic
traversing that Unbundled Local
Switching element .

SWBT proposes the following
language :

Until the implementation of intral-ATA
Dialing Parity, AT&T will pay intral-ATA
toll rates reduced by the discount rate
applicable to resale services for all
intral-ATA toll calls initiated by an AT&T
ULS port . No ULS usage charges will
apply to AT&T .

IntraLATA Toll Access - 3
9/10/97
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switching functionality (receiving the
ability to pay for an element and use
It to deliver a service to a customer,
with the service revenues still flowing
to SWBT, cannot be considered
receiving the full functionality of an
element).
In short, SWBT will transfer to AT&T
(and other LSPs who purchase local
switching) the cost of providing
intral-ATA service to a customer, but
retain for itself the revenues
generated by that service . (SWBT's
proposal to treat intral-ATA toll calls
as resale transactions, discussed
below, mitigates the impact of its
position, but does not qualitatively
change it). SWBT's position should
be rejected . Until dual PIC, the
customers choice of a local service
provider should determine the
customers intral-ATA carrier as well .
AT&Ts proposed language should
be adopted to provide for AT&Ts
receipt of intral-ATA toll revenues
from its UNE switching customers,
with no obligation to pass those
revenues on to SWBT, in a pre-dual
PIC environment .

Second, AT&T has proposed to pay
SWBT the full UNE cost of
originating intraLATA toll calls,
including applicable local switching,
signaling, common transport, and
tandem switching charges. In turn,
AT&T should receive access and toll
revenues. SWBT opposes this
language and has instead proposed
to treat UNE-originated intral-ATA
toll calls as resale transactions,
charging AT&T the applicable retail
loll charge less the resale discount .
As described above, SWBTS
position denies AT&T the full

IntraLATA Toll Access - 4
9/10/97
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mom
functionality and usage of local
switching to provide competitive
telecommunications services and is
contrary to the Act. Further, from a
marketing perspective, this position
continues to place SWBT as a
service provider in the mind of the
consumer and is sure to provoke
confusion when the consumer has
changed service to AT&T, yet
continues to receive a bill from
SWBT . AT&Ts proposed language
should be accepted, and SWBT's
should be rejected .

2 . lntraLATA toll - OSIDA Yes. AT&T should not be required to Attachment 6 See #1 above - same issue . AT&T (SWBT opposes inclusion ofAT&T

bear the burden and cost of wants SWBT to provide it with language.)
SWBT Statement of Issue : identifying intral-ATA toll calls that AT&T has proposed the following customized routing capability for its

language in Issue 1 above . intral-ATA Directory Assistance and
Is AT&T entitled to i dialing SWBT routes to AT&Ts OS/DA 5.X SWBTwill make available to AT&T Operator Service toll calls . AT&Tsplatform end returning those cells to the ability to route all Directory
parity before SWBT

is
authorized to SWBT. Assistance end Operator Services cells request must be 1rejected because it is

provide inregion interLATA services? (1+411, 0+411, 0- end 0+ Local, 0+ in conflict with Section 271(e) of the
(Same as #1 above) It has become apparent during lntraLATA toll (prior to. dual P(~ Act .

0+ 555-121 nntraa - ." I "~rforimplementation that, where AT&T to " ual 1+1'-AJPA-555-1212AT&T Statement of Issue : requests customized routing, SWBT IMMIr riorto " ua C dialed
intends to include intraLATA calls in > s omers t irect y to e

Should AT&T be able to complete the calls that will be routed to AT&Ts AT&T Directory Assistance and
intrel-ATA toll calls (and collect the OSIDA platforms, but SWBT expects Operator Services platform ._
related revenues) that SWBT routes to AT&T to identifyh those cells end Customized Routing will not be used in

to circumvent the inter orAT&Ts OS/DA Platforms? return them to SWBT for completion .
a manner
Intra-LATA PIC process directed by the

That is, rather than do the systems FCC .
development work that would be Alternatively, and only if the languagerequired to retain intral-ATA OS/DA above providing for customized routing
calls for itself at the same time that it of all intral-ATA toll calls (prior to dual
routes other OSIDA cells to AT&T's PIC) is rejected, then the following
OS/DA platform, SWBT seeks to language is proposed :
transfer that work to AT&T, even as 5.X SWBT will make available to AT&Tit claims the revenue for the the ability to route all Directory
intral-ATA calls . Assistance and Operator Services calls

(1+411, 0+411, 0- and 0+ Local),
For the reasons stated above, AT&T diialed by AT&T Customers directly to
should be recognized as the the AT&T Directory Assistance and
intral-ATA toll provider generally for Operator Services platform .
calls originated by its local service Customized Routing will not be used in

to circumvent the intera manner or
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customers prior to duel PIC . In any
event, AT&T should not be required
to retum intral-ATA calls that SWBT
routes to AT&T OS1DA platforms,
resulting in a cost to AT&T with no
opportunity for revenue . With SWBT
having set up its customized routing
in a way such that intral-ATA calls
originated by AT&T local service
customers are routed to AT&Ts
OS/DA platforms. AT&T should be
entitled to complete those calls and
receive the associated revenues .
Accordingly, AT&T's proposed
contract language should be
adopted .

Inba-LATA PIC process directed by the
FCC . To the extent that IntraLATA
calls are route to

	

an

	

A
e arms

	

ma ram ate succalls an

	

receive me associated
revenue .

Appendix Customized Routing
Resale
I .X SWBT will make available to
AT&T the ability to route Directory
Assistance and Operator Services calls
(1+411 . 0+411, 0- and 0+ Local, 0+
IntraLATA talk O+HNPA-555-
1212(IatrahATA),1+11NPA-555-
1212(IntraLATA)) dialed by AT&T
Customers directly to the N1 &1'
Directory Assistance and Operator
Services platform . If the State
Commission ruses or the Parties agree
that AT&T is entitled to IntraLATA toll
on resale services and mmundled switch
elements, SWBT agrees to customized
routing of [he (allowing types of calls :
O+lntraLATA toll, O+HNPA-555-1212
(IntraLATA), 1+HNPA-555-1212
(IntraLATA) .

Alternatively, and only if the language
above providing for customized routing
of all IntraLATA toll calls (prior to dual
PIC) is rejected, then the following
language is proposed :

IX SWBT will make available to
AT&T the ability m route Directory
Assistance and Operator Services calls
(1+411,0+411) dialed by AT&T
Customers directly m the AT&T
Directory Assistance and Operator
Services platform. If the Slam
Commission rules or the Parties agree
that AT&T Is entitled to IntraLATA tog
on resale services and unbundled switch
elements, SWBT agrees to customized
routing o(the following types of calls : .
O+HNPA-555-1212 1+HNPA-555-1212 .
o

	

eextent

	

at IntraLA

	

calls
am muted to

	

and
Platforms .

	

ma cam e e such
calls an receive the assoamed
revenue .

IntraLATA Toll Access - 6
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3. Tandem Switching and Transport Appendix Pricln"NE (SWBT opposes inclusion ofAT&TYes . The provider of access The FCC's Interconnection Order language .)
When AT&Toriginates and terminates transport services should be 5.X AT&T may provide exchange permitted the substitution of Access
loll calls through a SWBT unbundled selected by the IXC. AT&T should IXCs, Charges for Unbundled Network
local switch, should the IXC determine have the ability to use UNEs, upon

request
using

ng
unbu
unbu to

ndled Elements only when the Local Service
which carrier assesses access including common transport and networknetwork

elm
elements. For InterLATA Provider was both the local and the toll

charges for transporting the call tandem switching, to deliver toll calls loll calls and I toll calls that provider. As e result, Access
between the IXC pointof presence between the IXCs POP and the are by locallocal customerscustomers Transport may be replaced by UNE
(POP) and the originating or originating or terminating local switch using

orlSWBTd
SWBT unb

nb
local transport for AT&T customers only

which AT&T has purchased as an when AT&T is the customers local andterminating LINE switch? switching, AT&T may offer to!o deliverelement. If the IXC toll provider. Other IXCs may bethe calls to the PIC at the SWBTselects AT&T's transport services, utilized by AT&T's customers on theaccess tandem, with AT&T usingAT&T should collect the related originating side through the use ofunbundled common transport andaccess charges. If the IXC selects 10XXX dialing end in the terminatingtandem switching to transport theSWBT, if may collect those charges . direction, simply by receiving call fromcall from the ortainstina unbundledAT&Ts proposed contract language a subscriber who selected an IXC other
achieves this result . local switch to the PIC's than AT&T . While it is SWBT's positionInterconnection at the access that the IXC orders the transporttandem. When the PIC agrees to necessary to originate end terminatefake delivery oftoll calls under thisAs discussed above . AT&T is calls, the only time LINE transport canartanaement, then AT&T will payentitled under the Act to use
unbundled network elements to SWBT ULS-0 usage, signalina, be utilized is when the IXC is also the

common transport, and tandem LSPfor the customer involved . AT&T
provide telecommunications services is simply trying to utilize theswitchina forsuch calls . SWBT willwithout restriction, including complexities associated with their use

end toll not bill any access charges !o theexchange access services of Unbundled Local Switching, ratherPIC under this ananaement . AT&Tservices . AT&T is no longer t han their own facilities to undermine
to SWBT may use this arrangement to providerequired pay access the access charge rules the FCC has
connection with toll "Chimps access services to Itselfcharges in calls Sit to eliminate .

traversing network elements when it Is the PICfor toll calls
orlainated by AT&T local customerspurchased from SWBT. using SWBT unbundled local

Correspondingly, for calls originated switchlnu .
or terminated by an AT&T local 5 .X If the PIC elects to use transportservice customer using UNE

and tandem switching provided byswitching, it will be AT&T who will bill
for SWBT to deliver interLATA toll callsthe IXC access charges

SWBT or IntraLATA toll calls that areapplicable to that cell, not
FCC result in originated by AT&T local customersThe explained this

footnote 772 to the Local Service using SWBT unbundled local
Order. "We also note wherethat switchlna, then AT&T will pay SWBT

ULS-O usage and signaling only Innew entrants purchase access to
tounbundled network elements connection with such calls. SWBT

will not bill the PIC any orlainaanaprovide exchange access
services, . . . , the new entrants may switching aeuss charges In

I I I r .a,on ".�n,n .u�r:m a-:now I 1 I
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assess access charges to the IXCs
originating or terminating toll calls on
those elements. In these
circumstances, incumbent LECs
may not assess exchange access
charges to such IXCs because the
new entrants, rather than the
incumbents, will be providing
exchange access services, and to
allow otherwise would permit
incumbent LECs to receive
compensation in excess of network
costs in violation of the pricing
standard in Section 252(d) ." FCC
Order at 1363, n . 772 .

The exception to this access
payment occurswhen an IXC
enters into a contractual agreement
with SWBT indicating that SWBTwill
be the access provider of tandem
switching and transport . In those
cases, AT&T will only receive the
originating or terminating switching
portion ofthe access . AT&T may,
however, establish its own
contractual relationships with the
IXCs to be the access provider for
tandem switching and transport. If
this is the case, then AT&T will
receive the associated access
revenue .

The interconnection agreement
should reflect a proper
understanding between the parties
regarding which ofthem is to bill
access charges to IXCs associated
with UNE calls. In recent
negotiations, SWBT has taken the
view that access charges will be
"shared" in the future, with AT&T to
bill access related to the local
switching element but SWBT in all
cases to continue billing access

5.X When an IntraLATA or InferLATA
toll call terminates to an AT&TULS
Port AT&T willpay ULS-T charges
and SWBT will not chagee
terminatina access to AT&T orthe
IXC exwpt that SWBT may bill the
IXC for tennInatina transport in
cases where the IXC has chosen
SWBT as Its transportprovider.

IntrALATA Toll Aeee.c - n
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related to the common transport and
tandem switching necessary to
reach the IXC's POP . SWBTs
position is contrary to the FCC Order
as quoted above .

The sections proposed here provide
and illustrate how AT&T should bill
originating and terminating access
when it uses unbundled network
elements purchased from SWBT.
These Sections should be accepted
for the reasons set forth above .

4 . Billing for Toll-free Calls Yes. For the thatsame reasons Appendix PHdno-UNE By including this disputed language, SWOT proposes the following
AT&T is seeking to avoid the applicable language :

SWBT Statement of Issue: AT&T is entitled to bill access 5.X Toll Free Calls access query charge for inter-to IXCs for cells exchange calls for which AT&T is the Toll Free Calls
Where AT&T is the toll-free carrier, originated and terminated over When AT&T uses ULS Ports to inter-exchange carder. Today, when a
should it he allowed to avoid access unbundled network elements, AT&T Initiate an 800-type call . AT&T will customer on SWBTs system originates When AT&T uses ULS Ports to initiate
charges for the query and local switching should be the party billing applicable pay the 800 database query charge an 800 call, the call is routed via the an 800-type call, SWBT will perform the
services that SWBT performs when an charges associated with 800-type and ULS-O charge. AT&Twill be normal processing ofSWBTs switch to appropriate database query and route
AT&T local customer makes a toll-free cells originated over UNEs by its responsible for any billingto the IXC the appropriate 800 carrier . the call to the indicated IXC. No ULS-
celly

local service customers . AT&T for such calls. However, to route the call, SWBTs O charges will apply .should pay the applicable charges switch first sends the call to a data
AT&T Statement of Issue: for the elements required to make base to conduct a query to identify thesuch a call (local switching, Attachment 6 800 carrier. The database returns the
For calls originated by AT&T applicable signaling, 800 database appropriate routing information to the SWBT proposes the following
local customers on a UNE switch, query) and then it, not SWBT, should 9.6.5 In addition to the Toll Free switch, where the call is sent to the 800 language :
should AT&T collect the applicable bill the IXC the call to

the 800 provider .. Otherwise, AT&T Database query, there are three transport carrier.
charges from the IXC who terminatesates the is denied the opportunity to use the optional features available with 800- These are services that SWBT In addition to the Toll Free Database
call to the 800 provider, assuming AT&T elements that it has purchased for type service : Designated 10-Digit performs for the toll-free carrier and the query, there are three optional features
also pays applicable UNE charges to the provision ofa Translation, Call Validation and Call toll-free carrier now pays access available with 800-type service:
SWBT? telecommunications service (800 Handling and Destination . There is no charges comprising a query charge and Designated 10-Digit Translation, Call

service),), on the same terms as charge forthe Designated a local switch originating charge . Validation and Call Handling and
SWBT . 10-Digit Translation and Call Validation When a similar cell comes in from an Destination . There is no additional

feature beyond time Toll Free Database LSP customer, there will be no change charge for the Designated 10-Digit
query charge. When an 800-type call to this process . The same services will Translation and Call Validation feature

SWBT instead proposes to retain the originates from an AT&T switch or be performed and SWBT will bill the beyond the Toll Free Database query
800 service for itself, and in turn from AT&Ts use of SV4BTs inter-exchange carrier, not the LSP . charge. When an 800-type call
would not bill AT&Tany UNE usage Unbundled Local Switching to the AT&T apparently wants to convert this originates from an AT&T switch to the
chargeswhen an AT&T customer SWBT TollFree Database, AT&T will process to Unbundled Network SWBT Toll Free Database, AT&T will
originates an 800-type call across a pay the Toll Free Database queryrate Elements comprised of a query and a pay the Toll Free Database query rate
UNE switch . SWBT states that its for each queryreceived and processed local switching element . To do this, for each query received and processed
facilities are not equipped to return a by SWBTa database. When SWBT would be compelled to bill the by SWBTs database . When
call to AT&T for completion after en applicable, time charge for the Call LSP of the originating caller . AT&Ts applicable, the charge for the Call



800 database dip . Regardless of
any technical issues, however, the
parties can arrange billing for 800
calls in the manner proposed by
AT&T. In so doing they will come
closer to providing AT&T with the full
nondiscriminatory access to
unbundled elements that the Act
requires .

Yes . If AT&T is to bill the intrastate
and interstate access charges to
which it is entitled as described
under issue 4 above, SWBT must
provide the relevant usage data .
AT&T and SWBT have working
teams creating call flow diagrams to
reflect each parties' recording and
billing requirements . In order for
AT&T to bill access, SWBT must
provide AT&T with the necessary
usage data to allow AT&T to render
accurate bills for certain call types

Handling andDestination feature are
per query and in addition to the Toll
Free Database query charge, and will
also bepaidby AT&T These rates are
reflected in Appendix Pricing LINE -
Schedule ofPrices under the label
"Toll-Free Database".

Attachment 10

4.X SWBT will provide to AT&T
recorded Usage Data as described In
AT&T's Call Flows Document fCFD1
dated June 1997, incorporated
herein and modified as the Parties
may otherwise agree, sufficient for
AT&T to render Interl-ATA and
IntraLATA access bills and end-user
bills and for purposesof mutual
compensation.

4.X In addition to the requirements

proposal inappropriately would
circumvent the existing access charge
structure that the Act and the
Commission Order leg intact.

AT&T demands that SWBT offer toll-
free query and switch access as an
UNE ; SWBT is unable to do this
because it cannot bill AT&T for such an
element . This is so because SWBTs
switch is not able to distinguish
between toll-free calls originated by an
LSP end user and a SWBT end user,
nor is it able to identify the LSP whose
customer made the call . Under AT&T's
proposal, this element would be free of
charge, because SWBT could not bill
for it .

AT&T brushes this aside by saying,
"Regardless ofany technical issues,
however, the parties can arrange billing
for 800 calls in the manner proposed by
AT&T." This is simply not so . SWBT
cannot bill AT&T when it does not know
how to determine whether an AT&T
customer is using the element.
The Commission should reject AT&Ts
language and'adopt the SWBT
language .

The Public Switched Network lacks the
technical capabilifies to modify the way
access calls are currently processed,
transported, recorded and billed .
SWBT has every intention, to provide
AT&T the ability it seeks as it relates to
originating access calls . SWBT will
modify the access billing to the IXC to
ensure that Access Switching, Carrier
Common Line and RIC are not charged
when the call originates from and
unbundled switch port . Additionally
SWBTwill bill AT&T the unbundled

Handling and Destination feature are
per query and in addition to the Toll
Free Database query charge, and will
also be paid by AT&T . The Toll Free
Database charges do not apply when
AT&T uses SWBT's Unbundled Local
Switching. These rates are reflected in
Appendix Pricing LINE - Schedule of
Prices under the label "Toll-Free
Database" .

5. Ability to bill

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT be required to provide
customer usage data unrelated to
unbundled network elements ordered by
AT&T without additional compensation?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

Must SWBT provide AT&Twith
sufficient usage date to allow AT&T to
render intrastate and interstate access

I. INTRALATAWL/ACCESS
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(SWBT objects to the inclusion of AT&T
language .)

IntraLATA Toll Access - 1 0
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bills to other IXCs? that necessitate SWBT to provide us
billing detail . AT&T's proposed
contract language provides for the
appropriate usage data .

SWBT has said in other venues that
if AT&Twants to receive data
sufficient to bill access, AT&T must
buy that as a recording service using
the language in Attachment
Recording . AT&T is not asking for a
"service", we are simply asking ..,
data sufficient to bill access.
Generating this usage data is a
functionality of the switching element
or the related operations support
functions . SWBT is able to provide
usage data to itself that allows it to
bill each of these types of calls to
IXCs . The act requires that SWBT
provide users of unbundled elements
with the same recording and billing
capability .

I . INTRALATALL/ACCESS
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Local Switching usage charge and
provide AT&T with the record it will
require to bill access charges to the
IXC . Such ability does not currently
existfor SWBT to do the same for
originating 800 service or terminating
access. SWBT is willing to work with
AT&T and the rest ofthe industry to
seek cost effective solutions to this
industry wide problem .

AT&Ts proposal confuses the
provision of unbundled network
elements- to which this Attachment
applies-with a recording contract,
which is something entirely different .
SWBT agrees in this Attachment to
provide certain functionalities of
unbundled network elements for use by
AT&T in providing local service . These
functionalities generate certain
customer usage data which AT&T will
receive and presumably use in
providing service. AT&T is not content
with this, but seeks to impose an
obligation on SWBT, unrelated to these
network elements, to furnish additional
customer usage data which these
network elements cannot generate. The
price paid by AT&T for the network
elements does not include the cost of
acquiring this additional customer
usage data . In effect, AT&T is seeking
the benefits of a recording contract
without paying for them . AT&Ts
proposed language should be rejected.

IntreLATA Toll Access - 11
9/10/97

for recorded Usage Data specified In
this Attachment, when AT&T Is
providing Telecommunications
Services to its customer through the
use of unbundled Network Elements,
SWBT will provide to AT&T recorded
Usage Data sufficient for AT&T to
render Interstate and intrastate
access bills . The recorded Usage
Data will be provided In a manner, of
a minimum, that enables AT&T to
render the following five Was of
access bills : Originating to IM
Orlainatina Local 800, Terminating
end Originating IntraLATA, which
era described below .

4 .X Originating to IXC-This type of
access record is created when a toll
cell print stes from an AT&T
customer served through unbundled
Network Elements and laminates to
an IXC. AT&T will bill the IXC access
chages In accordance with Its
access tariffs .

4 .X Originating Local 800 -This type
of access record is created when an
800 "it orfainates from an AT&T
customer served through unbundled
Network Elements to a LEC
providina the 800 service . AT&T will
bill the LEC access charges In
accordance with Its access terWs.

4 .X Originating InterLATA 800 -This
tvoe of access record Is created
when an 800 call originates from an
AT&T customer served through
unbundled Network Elements to an
IXC providing the 800 service. AT&T
will bill the IXC access charges In
accordance with Its access tariffs .

4 .X Terminating- This type of
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access record is created when a toll
call originates from an IXC and
terminates to an AT&T customer
served through unbundled Network
Elements . AT&T will bill the IXC
temrinatina charges in accordance
with Its access tariffs.

4 .X OriainatinaIntral-ATA-This
type ofaccess record Is created
when a call originates from an AT&T
customer served through Unbundled
Network Elements and terminates
outside the Local Call Area but
within the LATA. AT&T will bill the
IntraLATA Toll Provider originating
and terminating access charoes in
accordance with Its access tariffs .

6 . Lost Data

	

Yes. The contract must include

	

Attachment 10
reasonable terms to apply inSWBTStatement of Issue :

	

situations where SWBT loses the

	

66-X Loss ofRecorded Usage Data -
ffAT&T recorded Usage Data is

Should SWBT be required to provide

	

usage data that it is required to

	

determined to have been lost
customer usage data unrelated to

	

provide AT&T for AT&T's billing

	

damaged or destroyed as a result of
unbundled network elements ordered by

	

purposes .

	

an error or omission by SWBT and
AT&T without additional compensation?

	

the data cannot be recovered by
In an access environment today,

	

SWBT" SWBT will estimate the
AT&T Statement of Issue: _

	

SWBT estimates volumes of lost

	

messages and associated revenue,
usage data to enable it to collect

	

with assistance from AT&T, based
Should the contract require SWBT to

	

upon the method described below .access charges. However, when itsestimate volumes of lost usage data to

	

loss of data will cause AT&T to lose

	

This estimate will be used to adjust
enable AT&T to render bills to end-users

	

the ability to collect revenues from its

	

the amount AT&T owes SWBT for
and for access?

	

customers or IXCs, SWBT is

	

services SWBT provides in
refusing to provide any process for

	

conlunction with the provision of
reconciliation on estimation of lost

	

recorded Usage Data .
usage data . The amount of lost

	

6.X Partial Loss -SWBT will reviewrevenue potential is great if AT&T is

	

itsdaily controls to determine ifdataunable to bill its customers or to
collect access charges for calls

	

hasbeen lost When there has been
completed over unbundled network

	

a partial loss, actual message and
elements . By refusing to provide a

	

minute volumes will be reported, If
process for estimation of lost data,

	

possible. Where actual date am not
SWBT seeks to shift monetary

	

available. a full day will be estimated
responsibility for such loss from itself

	

for the recordina entity, as outlined
in Section 6.1 .3 following . The

SWBT is not acting as a recording
agent, but under this Attachment is
merely providing AT&T the ability to
purchase piece parts of a network . The
price of these piece parts does not
include the cost of"trending/tracking" of
customer usage . At a minimum, such
trending/tracking would be necessary
to enable SWBT to estimate lost usage
data. Because SWBT cannot estimate
lost usage data, it cannot comply with
AT&T's requested provisions. Since
AT&T is merely trying to get a service,
in the nature ofa recording contract
without paying for it, AT&Ts proposed
language should be rejected .

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

IntraLATA Toll Access - 12
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g~ulfglq Vlf~ttfwg,
to AT&T. AT&Ts proposed contract
language provides for a reasonable
adjustment against recording service
charges to account for lost usage
data . It should be adopted .

amount of the partial loss Is then
determined bv subtracting the data
actually recorded for such day from
the estimated total for such day.

6.X Complete Loss-Estimated
message and minute volumes for
each loss consisting of an entire
AMA tape or entire data volume due
to its loss prior to or during
processing lost after recelPt,
degaussed before processing,
receipt of a blank or unreadable
tape or lost for other causes, will be
reported .

6.X EstimatedVotumos-From
message and minute volume reports
for the entity experiencing the loss.
SWBTwill secure message/minute
counts for the four (4)
corresponding days ofthe weeks
preceding that in which the loss
occurred and compute an average of
these volumes. SWBT will apply the
appropriate average revenue per
message ("arpm'9 provided by AT&T
to the estimated message volume to
arrive al the estimated lost revenue.

6.X If the day of toss Is not a holiday
but one (1) (or more) of the
preceding corresponding days is a
holiday, use additional preceding
weeks In order to procure volumes
for two (2) non holidays In the
previous two (2) weeksthat
correspond to the daY of the week
that Is the dayLofthe loss .

6 .X If the loss occurs on a weekday
that Is a holiday (except Mother's
Day or Christmas), SWBT will use
volumesfrom the two (2) preceding
Sundays .

IntmLATA Toll Access -13
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6.X If the loss o=urs on Mother's
Day or Christmas. SWBT will use
volumes from that day in the
recedina year lif availablel .

IntraLATA Toll Access - 1 4
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Customized Routing/OS/DA - 1
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1 . Customized Routing' AT&T and SWBT have raised issues
SWBT agrees that it has requested thatregarding customized routing related

How should anyadditional issues to the Parties' filing of issues prior to the Commission resolve some issues

be resolved between the Parties? the finalization of the 9/30/97 concerning customized routing in a

contract . AT&T strongly believes Joint Motion for Expedited Resolution
that those customized routing issues of Issues.

should be resolved with that filing so
as not to delay market entry .
However, if customized routing
issues remain unresolved for any
reason, AT&T expressly raises them
in this arbitration .

The Parties will present contract
language pertaining to any
outstanding customized routing
promptly following the Commissions'
ruling on the 9/30/97 contract .

2 . Rate Quotations : . AT&Ts language should be Appendix DA - Resale It is SWBTs understanding that this SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
included; AT&Ts language Appendix OS - Resale issue is resolved and that AT&T will language because this issue has been

Whether AT&T should be forced to should be reed together in order Attachment 6 : UNE accept SWBTs procedures and rate . agreed to without accepting AT&T
provide SWBT with AT&Ts OSIDA to achieve perspective about this Attachment 22 : DA Facilities Based proposed language .
rates, when a zero minus transfer is issue . Attachment 23: OS Facilities Based
immediate and allows customers . The AT&T language to which
who have chosen AT&T for local SWBT objects would allow AT&T X.X When an AT&T caller requests a
service, to be quoted accurate rates the option ofhaving SWBT quotation of rates, the call will be
and serviced directly by AT&T. operators (acting on AT&Ts treated as an OperatorTransfer

behalf) provide rate quote Service request and SWBTwill
,

information to AT&T customers . canned the caller to AT&T's
By objecting to the bolded and operator services for the purposes
underlined language and inserting of providina a quotation of AT&Ts
other language, SWBT would rates, thereby fulfilling the
make AT&Ts providing rate customer's request for a quotation
quote information to SWBT a of rates. When an AT&T caller
mandatory requirement, and take requests a quotation ofrates, AT&T
away AT&Ts option of having will pay the rates and charges
rate quote information provided labeled "0- Transfer" on Appendix
via 'zero minus transfer" . If rate Pricing UNE -Schedule of Prices .
information is not provided to it,
under SWBTs proposal SWBT
would brand the calls as its own
and quote its own rates .
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" Should AT&T request for SWBT

to quote AT&T rates to
customers, AT&T will abide by
SWBTs terms/conditions

" However, given thatless than 1°70
of the OS/DA calls are for rate
requests, and that AT&T fully
intends to utilize its own OS/DA
platform, AT&T should not be
required by SWBT to pay for
AT&T's rates to be installed on
each of SWBTs switches .
Instead, AT&T should have the
option of requesting this service.
Should AT&T request SWBT to
provide OS/DA rate quotations.,
then, AT&T will pay for SWBTs
expense to load AT&Ts rates .
AT&T should not, however, be
denied the option of using zero
minus transfer .

3 . Translation of 1-1411 to 900-aoor- For the same reasons that it is Appendix Customized Routing - Resale The FCC's Interconnection Order SWBT proposes the following
important to include some specific Attachment 6 : LINE requires that SWBTprovide customize language :hgoor time frames for implementation of routing only from switches capable of
customized routing, it also is X.X At AT&T's request SWBT will providing customized routing. SWBTSWBT Statement ofthe Issue: the funcUonallty and Customizedimportant that the parties commit provide stands ready to implement customized routing involves the
themselves to a reasonable features, Indudina diait translation routing via Line Class Codes . In direction of Operator Services,Does SWBTs obligation to technical means ofimplementing (i .e ., 1+411 to 900-XXX-XXXX) as addition, SWBTs developing anAIN Directory Assistance and/or local callscustomize route local directory SWBTs chosen line class code specified by AT&T, within the SWBT basedcustomizedrouting solution with as a class to the designated facilities ofassistance calls carry with it an solution in a way that is compatible local switch (LS) to route AT&T a planned deployment of 12131/97 AT&T. It does not include the ability toobligation to change e fundamental with AT&Ts operator services and customer-dialed Directory which will allowamore efficientmeans change the signaling associated withnature of the signaling associated directory assistance platforms. For Assistance local and IntraLATA wits to achieve customizedrouting. Nothing the custom muted call type or provide

with those cats end thus the very directory assistance, it has become to the AT&T designated trunks via in the FCC's order contemplates or for any dialed digit translation. Anynature of the operationsoperations
o
of

the
the

S
SWBT

apparent that SWBTs 5ESS and Feature Group D slanalino from requires a signaling change such as requests for such services will be madeend offices causing modification to DMS100 switches can provide the SWBTs5ESSs. DMS700 switches, the one soughthere byAT&T SWBT to SWBT through the Special Requestthe network as a whole? functionality and features, including and other switches as It becomes has spent time and expense reviewing Process and contain complete
digit translation, to route the calls to technically feasible, or as parties approachesproposed byAT&Tto technical descriptions of the services

AT&T Statement of the Issue : AT&T designated trunks via Feature may otherwise same, for direct- modify the call signaling, all to no avail. being requested .
Group D signaling . (For 1AESS and dialed calls, (i .e. 1+411 . Feature Group C signaling is theShould the contract recognize a other switch types, the parses have 1+Home/Foreian NPA-555-1212 sent standard signaling associated with local

reasonable technical procedure for agreed that these calls can be routed PAWL directory assistance cal/s. The FCC
implementing customized routing for to the designated trunks via Modified ordered and the ft Circuit Court
DA services? Feature Group C signaling .) See supported theta LEC has no obligation
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section 5.X.

AT&Ts proposed language
providing for this solution should
be accepted in order to implement
timely, nondiscriminatory access
to the full functionality of
unbundled local switching and as
a reasonable means to implement
the customized routing that the
Act requires .

to make a fundamental change to its
network to accommodate
interconnectors . Therefore, SWBThas
no obligation to agree to AT&T desires
of converting feature group C signaling
for directory assistance call to a 900
number (feature group D signaling).
Rather interconnectors are permitted to
partake ofSWBTs network as it
stands .

Customized Routing/OS/DA - 3
10/ 1/97
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SWBT Statement of Issue:

A) May AT&T impose the conditions for
all preordering, ordering, and
provisioning functions for unbundled
network elements?

B) Should SWBT be required to modify
its retail interfaces to support LINE when
it has complied with development of new
interfaces that specifically support
UNEs?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

A) Should SWBT be required to provide
to AT&T all unbundled element
capabilities in Exhibit A (Attachment 7)
using an industry standard EDI
Interface?

B) On an interim basis, until the parties
can agree on an interface specification
for LINE ordering, should SWBT be
required to provide.AT&T access to
FASEILEX to order. LINE loop and port
combinations to provide services similar
to the services SWBT provides to its end
users?

Alternatively, if SWBT is not ordered to
make FASE/LEX available to order LINE
bop and port combinations and to
provide services similar to the services
SWBT provides to its end users, what
system should be made available in the
interim for UNE transactions pending
further development of the EDI
interfaces?

A) Yes, SWBT should provide to
AT&T all of the functionality for
ordering and pre-ordering for UNEs
as outlined in Exhibit A (Attached) .
Provision of EDI interface would put
AT&T al parity with what SWBT
provides to itself when offering service
to an end user and would allow AT&T
to provide LINE based services to its
end users at the same quality and
timelines that SWBT provides such
service to its end users .

Many of the disagreements between
the parties regarding provisions of
industry standard EDI interface
(Exhibit A) require resolution before
the parties can mutually agree upon
the data to be passed on the
electronic interface . These
disagreements will be resolved
through this arbitration . However, in
the interim of development of EDI,
SWBT should be required to allow
AT&T to use FASEILEX (until both
parties have agreed upon and
developed the necessary electronic
interfaces) to process orders for LINE
Loop and Port combinations that
AT&T will use to provide POTS
service to its end users .

AT&Ts language includes dispatch
requirements and due dates in the
information to be provided via the pre-
order interface . SWB7s proposal
does not . AT&T should have the
capability to provide its end users the
same information that SWBT provides
its end users . This information is
important to the end user and AT&T

Attachment 7

3.X SWBTwill provide an Industry
standard orderlna EDI Interface to
enable AT&T to perform all of the
service order functions listed In
Exhibit A to this Attachment
(Includina migration, migration
with changes. partial migration,
new connects, disconnects,
change orders, records only
order, Outside Moves, T&F order,
supplemental orders, firm order
confirmation, leopardles, rejects,
and order completion) for
Individual and combinations of
elements (Including Individual
elements, combinations, TSR to
UNE, and UNE to TSRI . SWBT will
make this Industry standard
ordedna EDI Interface generally
available for AT&rs use by June
1, 1997, and available for testing
not later than April, 1997 . In
addition, AT&T and SWBT spree
to develop a standard format for
(1) ordering and provlslonlng, (2)
time frame and mechanizlaflon
requirements for transport and (3)
Common Use Unbundled Network
Elements (Including, but not
limited to sionallna and call
related databases, operator
services and directory
assistance). by June 30, 1997. or a
mutually agreed upon date . In an
event, SWBTwill make all
unbundled Network Elements
available forordering and
purchase by AT&T by June 1,
1997.

The SWBT OSS interfaces AT&T
will use to access SWBT OSS
functions should be referenced in the
interconnection agreement. SWBT
Verigate, DataGete, LF>( and EDI
interfaces are compliant with the
Missouri Arbitration Award in
providing LINE preordering and
ordering functions . SWBTand
AT&T interconnection agreement
should reference these interfaces as
the available electronic means for
preordering and ordering .

AT&T proposal to use of LEX as an
'interim' interface for ordering LINE
loop and port combinations is
acceptable and is available to AT&T
with SWBT proposed language.
LEX or EDI provides all ordering
functions for LINE, excluding
dedicated transport which will be
available via the industry guideline
based NDM/UNIX Tells system
which AT&T and SWBT utilize today
to order access services . AT&Ts
reference to EASE is argumentative
and illogical . SWBT EASE system
is based upon its retail services and
corresponding back end OSSs . The
EASE systems are not designed to
support UNEs, which are usage
sensitive in nature and require
different SWBTOSS. SWBTEDI
and LFEX interfaces are now
available to fully support LINE, and
therefore, EASE is not required for
UNE .

SWBT proposes the
language :

following

AT&T and SWBT agree to
implement an Electronic Gateway
Interface (known as DataGste) and,
or, Verigate, which will be
transaction based, to provide the
preordering information for
Unbundled Network Elements (i .e .,
address verification, service end
feature availability, telephone
number assignment, due date
(available by 1/1/98), dispatch
information on 8db loop, and SWBT
retail or resale Customer Service
Record (CSR) Information in
English . SWBT and AT&T also
agree to work together to implement
an Electronic Data Interface (EDI)
and, or, Local Service Request
Exchange (LEX) system for ordering
and provisioning of the following
elements : unbundled Local Loop,
unbundled Local Loop with Interim
Number Portability, Interim Number
Portability, unbundled Switch Ports
and Loop with Port (generally
available in EDI now, LEX 4097).
For UNEs the order activity types,
for example, may include new
connect, change disconnect, records
change, and migration as spaded .
Electronic Gateway Interface and
Verigate for pre-order, and EDI and
LEX for ordering end provisioning for
the listed elements are available . By
January 1, 1998 SWBT will provide
due date preordering functionality for
LINE combinations, i.e ., loop with
port, based upon functionality that is
available for equivalent SWBT retail

Operational Issues - I
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2.

	

UNE Ordering and Provisioning

SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT OSS systems be modified
to accommodate ordering without
product specification?

because AT&T will need to coordinate
any SWBT dispatch with the dispatch
of its Inside Wire Vendor (if
necessary) and the schedule of the
end user.

B) AT&T had proposed interim use of
a modified version of EASE for
processing UNE transactions pending
agreement on the specifications for
end further development ofthe EDI
interfaces . At its OSS presentation to
the Texas Commission on June 24,
1997, SWBTcommented on the
similarities between the service order
process for resale and the service
order process for loop and switch port
combinations. Because of this
statement and because AT&T
personnel have received training on
EASE, AT&T believed that this
proposal offered a short-term option
pending further development ofthe
ED) interfaces . Because SWBT
identifies LEX as the interface
available for use in ordering UNEs
individually and in combinations,
AT&T assumes that this alternative
will be more acceptable to SWBT .
Given current difficulties being
experienced in the development of the
EDI interfaces, the availability of some
interim electronic system solution is
critical .

Yes, AT&T and SWBT should develop
processes that are as efficient as
possible . It is inefficient for SWBT to
askAT&T to provide information that
already exists within SWBT
databases . Requests for already
existing information within SWBTs

Exhibit A - Attached

3.2.1 SWBT also will make
available to AT&T rEASE1 [LEX1, to
be used by AT&T on an Interim
basis prior to the developmentof
an earned upon UNE ordering
Interface . for the processing of
UNE Loop and Port combination,
used to provide POTS service by
AT&T. service orders . The
following order types may be
processed via [EASEL ILEXI :
Conversion (with changes) ;
Change (Features, Listings,
Interl-ATA and IntraLATA [when
availablel Long Distance PICs) ;
New Connect; Disconnect; From
and To (change of promises with
same service) .

Attachment 7

5.X On a conversion as specified
order, SWBT will not require
AT&T to provide data that already
exists in SwBTs database .

For Resale, AT&T has agreed to
specify the service order detail.
Therein, AT&T is providing all
Service and Equipment associate
with Migration orders . This a basic
requirement oforder processing
inherent in SWBT OSS ordering

services .

SWBT proposes the following
language :

AT&T is responsible to fully
enumerate the ordering details of the
UNE components to request SWBT
provisioning of specified elements .

Operational Issues - 2
1012197
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Operational Issues - 3
10/2/97

databases also causes additional functionality . The premise for
AT&T Statement of issue : points for the order to fallout from the specification of UNE design is no

systems as human error is different . AT&T should specify the
Should AT&T and SWBT be efficient in introduced . To minimize the fallout UNE components it wishes SWBT to
the design of their ordering processes and manual work involved which can provision . Please consider, AT&T
and not be required to provide slow down the provisioning process, will migrate customers to end-to-end
information that is already available to AT&T should not be required to UNEs who are not SWBT end users,
the requesting party? provide to SWBT information that but are served via SWBT Resale,

already exists within SWBT . partially SWBT UNEs, or end-to-end
SWBT UNE combinations . If SWBT
were to use it's data, what amount
would AT&T send? It would vary, as
the data SWBT will possess will
vary . The result would be a variety
of scenarios, likely manual . The
efficiency should be gained by
consistent management of service
requests . AT&T should specify the
data that it requests SWBT
accurately provision.

There is simply no requirement that
SWBT itself determine as part of the
UNE ordering process what UNEs
AT&T needs to accomplish AT&T's
objective in providing a particular

- service . AT&T can itself obtain that
information by using the appropriate
SWBT operating support system
services, which are available to
AT&T . As the FCC has explained,
"requesting carriers must specify to
incumbent LECs the network
elements they seek before they can
obtain such elements on an
unbundled basis ."

For these reasons, SWBT language
should be adopted.

3 . UNE Ordering and Provisioning Yes, it is beneficial to both Attachment 7 SWBT has agreed to utilize national
corporations to abide by industry guidelines in deploying and

SWBT Statement of Issue : guidelines. AT&T does not wish 7.X When arderin elements maintaining its OSS interfaces .



Should SWBT be required to adhere to
every national guideline where such
standards do not appropriately support
the functionality of SWBT service
offerings?

Should AT&T be allowed to determine
what data elements SWBT and all other
ILEC's need in order to process UNE
order request?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should UNE ordering and provisioning
be based upon industry guidelines
developed by Standards Bodies in which
both parties are participants?

4. Interim Number Portability- LIDS
data
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SWBT to impose ordering guidelines
that are not compatible with the
guidelines developed by the Ordering
and billing Forum (OBF) in which we
both participate and guidelines that
are used by the rest of the industry .

Ameritech has agreed with AT&T that
UNE loop and port combinations used
to serve POTS customers can be
ordered through standard OBF fields
without having to use proprietary
codes transmitted using the
NC/NCI/SPEC fields .

Use of industry standards simplifies
the process and eliminates a further
opportunity for delay on the part of
SWBT and confusion on the part of
both parties .

Yes . Until long-term number
portability is implemented, SWBT
should accept AT&T's updates to the

includina either Customer-
Specific Combinations or
Common-Use Combinations,
AT&T may complete the order end
specify thefunctionality of that
Combination usina national
standards for ordering and
provislonina. Le.Itwill be
necessary and sufficient forAT&T
to complete all gelds on the LSR
that the OBF has deslanated as
required (or as conditional . If the
condition Is safisged), unless
both partiesagreeotherwise .

Attachment 14

6.X SWBT agrees to populate its

SWBT utilizes these guidelines as
they are applicable to SWBT
business requirements, not all are
applicable nor are all fields identified
that will be required. SWBT will
provide AT&T with its Local Service
Order Requirements, (LSOR) based
upon the OBF Local Service
Ordering Guidelines (LSOG), to
describe the ordering requirements
and codes for ordering elements .
This process is fundamental to
determine the usage rules that will
support the achievement of
flowthrough of electronically
submitted UNE service requests .
When it comes to guidelines for code
sets to identify the elements, the
industry has yet to scratch the
surface . SWBT has been proactive
to employ Loop with Switch Port
functionality, identifying fields to use
in advance of standards, in its EDI
Gateway for UNEs. The use of NC
and NCI codes are another industry
standardized means (Bellcore) of
identifying network components . NC
and NCI codes are very similar to
SWBT and AT&T agreed upon use
of USOCs for the Resale ordering
processes . The OBF LSR provides
for the use of NC/NCI codes and
SWBT needs these attributes to be
provided by AT&T. Use ofthese
codes and processes are an
appropriate way to provision,
maintain, and modify UNEs .

No. SWBT has requirements from
the FCC's Interconnection Order to
provide AT&T the capability to

SWBT proposes the following
language :

Operational Issues - 4
10/2197



SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT update and or modify
existing data in its LIDB when AT&T
Parts e customer using INP?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT update and or modify
existing data in its LIDB when AT&T
Parts a customer using INP and supplies
the LIDB date using industry standard
forms?
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Line Information Database (LIDB)
through the industry standard OBF
forms as defined by the Local Service
Order Guide (LSOG) when AT&T
ports an existing SWBT customer
using INP . In addition, if there is no
change to the customer's existing
LIDB functionality (e.g . collectilhird
party call blocking), SWBT should not
remove the existing customer data
from its LIDB . For an INP order,
SWBT (if unchecked) is proposing to
delete the existing customer record in
their LIDB and requires AT&T to re .
populate the LIDB using SWBTs
Service Management System (SMS).
No other RBOC has imposed this
completely unnecessary requirement
on AT&T .

SWBT claims that the FCC's First
Report end Order, 1( 493' only
requires SWBT to "provide access, on
an unbundled basis, to the service
management system (SMS), which
allow competitors to create, modify, or
update information in call-related
databases ." This paragraph in the
FCC's Interconnection Order is
irrelevant to SWBT's obligation to
provide INP in accordance with the
FCC's regulations . Under the Federal
Act and the FCC's regulations, INP is
a service that SWBT must provide on
request including any necessary
provisioning of the LIDB .

SWBTs own retail systems today flow
through information for SWBTs
customers directly to the LIDB .
Nondiscriminatory access to the OSS
function requires that SWBT do the

Line Information Database (LIDB)
with information, such as TLN calling
cards and Billing Number Screening
(BNS), regarding ported numbers for
billing. SWBT will provide access to
LIDB database interfaces to
accomplish this function, or make
input on behalf of AT&T pursuant to
LIDB data storage end
administrative contracts .
Alternatively, AT&T may provide
the LIDB Infonnation using the
standard OBF fields as defined In
the LSOG (Local Services Order
Guide).

directly update or modify its data in
LIDB . Paragraph 493 of the
Interconnection Order requires
SWBT to "provide access, on an
unbundled basis, to the service
management system (SMS), which
allow competitors to create, modify,
or update information In call-related
databases" . In Paragraph 494 the
FCC finds that "competing provide
access to the SMS Is technically
feasible if it is provided in the same
or equivalent manner that the
incumbent LEC currently uses to
provide such access to itself" The
FCC also notes in paragraph 494
that "(c)ommenters argue that they
need equal access to incumbent
LECs' SMS to write or populate their
own information in call-related
databases" and references AT&T as
one of the commentors that so
argued. The FCC further concludes
in paragraph 494 that 'whatever
method is used, the incumbent LEC
must provide the competing carrier
with the information necessary to
correctly enter or format for entry the
information relevant for input into the
incumbent LEC SMS."
SWBT has met the requirements of
the Interconnection Order with
respect to the LIDB SMS. SWBT
provides four interfaces that provide
AT&T equivalent access to the SMS .
SWBT provides an Interactive
Interface that is equivalent to the
dial-up access of SWBT's database
administration center . SWBT
provides a Service Order Entry
Interface that is equivalent to the
bulk transfer feed SWBT uses to

SWBT will provide AT&T with
interfaces that allow AT&T to access
SWBTs LIDB service management
system (SMS) . These interfaces will
allow AT&T to create, modify, and
delete AT&T line records for ported
numbers. SWBT will provide
interfaces to the LIDB SMS to
accomplish this function .

Operational Issues - 5
10/2197
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same for new entrants . SWBT is update its own records from service
asking that AT&T manually update the orders. SWBT provides a Tape
LIDB with customer information for Load Facility Interface that is
every AT&T customer . AT&T is equivalent to the tape load process
willing to specify all of the necessary SWBT uses for initial product loads .
information to SWBT on the customer SWBT provides a LIDB Editor
service order, and SWBT should Interface that is equivalent to the
update the LIDB just as it updates emergency update process SWBT
other databases such as 911/E911 uses when the SMS is down or
and directory listings . otherwise unable to communicate

with LIDB .
SWBT also claims that there are In paragraph 494, the FCC provided
security reasons that keep it from an example ofwhat it considered
updating the LIDB . AT&T finds it equivalent access : "For example, if
peculiar that SWBT singles out this the incumbent LEC inputs
particular database when it today information into the SMS using
updates its own switch, directory magnetic tapes, the competitive
listings, 911/E911 etc . . with the carrier must be able to create and
information thatAT&T provides over submit magnetic tapes for the
the service order. SWBT is trying to incumbent to input into the SMS in
introduce manual work on the part of the same way the incumbent inputs
AT&T to slow down the service order its own magnetic tapes" (emphasis
process and create additional costs to added) . This SWBT has done.
AT&T. AT&T asks that SWBT be forced to

develop functionalities beyond the
' First Report and Order, requirements ofthe Act and the FCC
Implementation of the Local Order .
Competition Provisions in The SWBT cannot feasibly meet AT&Ts
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC request and still meet the
Docket No . 96-98 (August 8, requirements ofthe FCC's
1996)('First Report and Order'). Interconnection Order . SWBT's

SMS has security features which
partition data from unauthorized
access. This security capability
allows SWBT to partition data so that
one LSP cannotview or modify the
data of another LSP or SWBT . This
security capability drives off of
record creation . If AT&T creates its
own customer data, as the FCC
decided, then SWBT can keep other
companies from accessing, viewing,



5. Billing

SWBT Statement of Issue :

This issue has been resolved in recent
negotiations .

AT&T Statement of Issue :

a . Should SWBT impose a requirement
on AT&T that assigns multiple Billing
Account Numbers (BANs) within a
Regional Accounting Office (RAO)
because of SWBT systems deficiencies?

b . May AT&T order resale or UNE
service on the basis ofa single BAN per
RAO?
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a . No . It is more efficient for SWBT
to assign AT&T one BAN each, per
RAO for residential and business
customers . AT&Ts request is
technically feasible and can be
implemented by SWBT . To the extent
that deficiencies exist in SWBTs
billing systems, AT&T is willing to
workwith SWBT . Amore efficient
automated service order and billing
process is beneficial to the industry as
manual intervention always leaves
room for human error that could cause
fallouts of service orders .

SWBT, on the other hand, would
require multiple BANS per RAO,
which will require extensive manual
work by AT&T to send SWBT service
orders.

The parties have moved toward
agreement for resolving this issue, but
have not reached final resolution . In

Attachments: Billing-UNE

2.X SWBT will assign to AT&T
one Billina Account Number
(BAN) per Regional Accounting
Office (RAO) for consumer and
one BAN per RAO for business .

Attachment 4: Connectivity
Billing-Resale

2.X SWBT will asslan to AT&T
one Billina Account Number
(BAN) per Realonal Accounting
Office (RAO) for consumerand
one BAN per RAO for business.

modifying, or deleting the AT&T
customer data. If, on the other hand,
SWBT creates AT&Ts date, and
then provides AT&T with its
equivalent, access to the SMS
(which SWBT is obligated to do
based on the FCC's Interconnection
Order), then AT&T gains access to
all of SWBT's customer records and
the customer records of every LSP
(such as reseller LSPs) records
which SWBT also created . This
access gives AT&T the ability to
view, modify, and delete those
records . Neither the Act nor the
FCC support AT&T's requests.

Billing - UNE Attachment 9, Section
2.5

SWBT and AT&T have mutually
agreed that SWBT will provide a
Billing Account Number (BAN) for
each class of service within the
same IATA. There is no distinction
between Residence and Business
for unbundled network elements .

Attachment 9 : Billing - UNE

SWBT proposes the following
language :

SWBT proposes the following
language :

SWBT and AT&T have mutually
agreed that SWBT will provide a
BAN for each class of service within
the same LATA . There is no
distinction between Residence and
Business for unbundled network
elements .

Resale Attachment 4 - Connectivity
Billing

SWBT proposes the following
language :
SWBT and AT&T have mutually
agreed that SWBT will provide a
BAN for each b illing period for

Operational Issues - 7
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6. UNE Provisioning and Ordering

Should SWBT and AT&T have to jointly
develop process metrics requirements
for new processes and electronic
interfaces that are implemented between
AT&T and SWBT?

the Texas arbitration, SWBTs witness
referred to agreement on the concept
ofa "mega-bill ." Under the proposed
"mega-bill" compromise, SWBT would
render monthly to AT&T a summary
bill for each RAO - one for resale and
one for unbundled network
elements/mutual compensation. That
"mega-bill" would be accompanied by
separate detail data files; the billing
data in the detail data would be
aggregated al the LATA level, rather
than the RAO,

As AT&T has advised SWBT, this
"mega-bill' compromise offers a
satisfactory solution to the RAO/LATA
billing issue, but only if AT&T may
order resale or UNE service on the
basis of a single BAN per RAO, rather
than face continued BAN proliferation
as it passes increasing numbers of
orders. The parties have not yet
agreed on this aspect of the
compromise, so the issue remains in
dispute.

b . Yes . See discussion in a . above .
AT&Ts proposed language will
commit the parties to develop process
performance requirements as new
processes and new electronic
interfaces are implemented between
them. SWBT agreed to parallel
language in the resale context .
AT&Ts language is a reasonable,
limited measure to provide some
assurance that the processes
developed between the parties will
function effectively .

This issue should be addressed in
the performance measurements
attachment of the agreement

Though SWBT agrees to work with
AT&T to improve the functionality of
the OSS interfaces, it would be
improper to impose performance
metrics associated with the
individual OSS interfaces, functions
or processes . These new
interfaces, new users, and new
procedures require and will receive
close monitoring and an extensive

SWBT proposes the following
language :

When SWBT implements new
processes or electronic interfaces,
SWBT will notify AT&T of the new
process or electronic interface if
same materially affects any other
portion of this Agreement . In such
case, SWBT will also notify AT&T of
SWBTs performance expectations
for the new process or electronic
Interface . SWBT will provide
performance results to AT&T at 90

Operational Issues - 8
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7 . UNE Provisioning and Ordering

SWBT Statement of Issue:

May AT&T impose the conditions for all
premdedng, ordering, and provisioning
functions for rescid services to
unbundled network elements?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT be required to provide to
AT&T access to the same types of
operational support systems information
and functions for UNE pre-ordering,
ordering and provisioning with the same
timing and quality it provides to itself
when it provides a service to its end
users equivalent to the service AT&T will

III. OPERATA ISSUES
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

Yes. AT&T should be provided
access to operational support
systems for UNE pre-ordering,
ordering and provisioning at parity
with that available to SWBT. AT&T
should not be put at a competitive
disadvantage as a new competitor
and not allowed access to the same
functionality provided by SWBT
customers . AT&T end users should
be at parity with SWBT end users for
equivalent services provided to them
via SWBT or via AT&T using UNE .
See also IV UNE Parity Matrix issue

Attachment 2

7.X When new processes and
electronic Interfaces are
implemented between AT&T and
SWBT . SWBT and AT&T will
develop process metrics
requirements . Implementation of
such measurements am subject
to future agreements by SWBT
and AT&T. All such process
metrics will be subject to review
quarterly and subject to
modification or discontinuance.

Attachment 3

SWBT will provide AT&T with
Information which will allow AT&T
to Inform Its customers using the
services covered by this
attachment of missed
appointments, within the same
time frames that SWBT becomes
aware that such appointments will
be missed .

Attachment 7

1 .X For all unbundled Network
Elements and Combinations ordered
under this Agreement, SWBTwill
provide pre-order, ordering and

process improvement actions as a
part of ongoing implementation.
However, this new environment
does not support the proper
establishment of meaningful
measurements or comparisons.

SWBT has re-evaluated the work
required to provide UNE Parity . In
order to provide non discriminatory
access SWBT will modify its back
office systems to provide UNE Parity
to AT&T.

day intervals until two successive
sets of results meet expectations.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

When SWBT implements new
processes or electronic interfaces,
SWBTwill notify AT&T of the new
process or electronic interface if
same materially affects any other
portion of this Agreement . In such
case, SWBT will also notify AT&T of
SWBT's performance expectations
for the new process or electronic
interface. SWBTwill provide
performance results to AT&T at 90
day intervals until two successive
sets of results meet expectations .

SWBT proposes the following
language :

Attachment 3

When AT&T utilizes Electronic
Bonding Interface for Repair
functions SWBT will provide AT&T
with information which will allow
AT&T to inform its customers using
the services covered by this
attachment of missed appointments,
within the same time frames that
SWBT becomes aware that such
appointments will be missed .

Attachment 7

1.X For all UNEs and Combinations

Operational Issues - 9
10/2/97
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provide its end users using UNEs? 4provisioning services equal In quality ordered SWBT will provide
and speed (speed to be measured preordering, ordering, and
from the time SWBT receives the provisioning services equal in quality
service order from AT&T) to the and speed (speed to be measured
services SWBT provides to its end by the time SWBT receives the
users for an equivalent service . service order from AT&T) to the
When UNEs are ordered In services SWBT provides to its end
combination, for example, loop users for an analogous retail service .
and switch port, the service must When UNEs are ordered in
be supported by all the combination, for example, loop and
functionaillles provided to switch port, the elements will be
SWBTs local exchange service supported by all the functionalities
customers . This will Include but provided to SWBTs local exchange
is not limited to, MILT testing, service customers . This will include.
Dispatch scheduling, and Real but is not limited to, MLT testing,
time Due Date assignment The Dispatch scheduling, and analogous
ordering and provisioning to retail service Due Dates availability
support these services will be by January 1, 1995 .
provided In an efficient manner
which meets or exceeds the
performance metrics SWBT
achieves when providing the
equivalent end user services to an
end user.

8s . UNE Prmisioning and Ordering Yes . The parties had agreed to Attachment 7 : O & P UNE No! 1 . SWBT does not do testing (SWBT opposes inclusion ofAT&T
include in a Interconnection (transmission and noise) on POTS language .)

Should SWBTdevelop the capability agreement language providing Pre- 6.X SWBT will Perform pro testing services today and we will not
to perform pre-testing end to provide testing end providing test results in and will pa"c~i-lcY roMu (hard perform any on combined UNE
test results to AT&T by January of support of both UNE and Resale copy) or electronically, as switch ports and standard loops . 2.
1998? services where available. In further directed by AT&T. all test and turn There is no OSS available to

discussions, SWBT has indicated that up results in support of manage this test data . 3 . Installers
it will never be available . AT&Ts Unbundled Network Elements or and Frame personnel who perform
proposed language will commit the Combinations ordered by these installations do not have test
parties to develop the capability within AT&T.This capability will be sets for performing tests . 4 . "SWBT
a reasonable timeframe. When available by Jauery 1998 or as will perform pre-testing" has never
turning up new service, it is imperative agreed by the Parties. been defined . 6 . SWBT does not
thatAT&T manage the reliability of the foresee a purpose for these tests in
customer's service being provisioned. Attachment 2: O & P-Resale a customer environment. SWBT
AT&Ts language is a reasonable should not be required to develop
measure to provide some assurance 4.X . SWBT will perform pre. functionality for one LSP that will
that the processes developed testin and will provide In writing negatively impact service to other



Bb . Should all billing and usage data
provided for under the
Interconnection Agreement, (e .g .,
mutual compensation, resale, UNE)
be delivered to AT&T in a single
transmission in CABS-like format?

III. OPERATAL ISSUES
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

between the parties will function
effectively. AT&T has proposed a
date certain of January , 1998 at
which time this capability is to be
available .

Yes . All billing under the contract will
be in a CABS-like format, in
accordance with the Commission's
Arbitration Award . All that billing also
should be on the same cycle . All
billing and usage data for each cycle
should be provided to AT&T in a
single transmission . This
transmission would include billing end
usage data for mutual compensation,
as well as resale, unbundled network
elements, and other matters, If any, to
be billed to AT&T by SWBT under the
contract. A single comprehensive
billing transmission will enable both
parties to most efficiently track the
various transactions and
interrelationships among the different
bills .

AT&Ts proposed Section 12 .2 to
Attachment 9, providing fora single
billing transmission, should be
approved .

(hard copy) or electronically, as
directed by AT&T, all test and hum
up results In support of Resale
services ordered by AT&T. This
capability will be available by Jauary
1998 or as agreed by the Parties .

Attachment 9

12.X Billion for mutual
compensation will be In
accordance with a CABS format
billing system to be Implemented
as soon as possible after the
Orderina and Billing Forum (OBF)
Issues Its final CABS release . To
the extent that there are no CABS
standards governing the
formatting of certain data, such
data will be Issued in the CABS.
like format mutually agreed by the
Parties by July 1, 1997 . All usepe
Information will be presented to
AT&T on a single transmission.

LSPs or SWBT.

The FCC Interconnection Order, at
paragraph 523 requires only than an
incumbent local exchange carrier
provide access to those operation
support systems that are currently
available to itself. The 8th Circuit
Iowa Utilities decision confirmed that
access to unbundling is required
only to an incumbent LECs existing
network . AT&T is requesting a "yet
unbuilP form of access .

SWBT language should be accepted
since it is consistent with the
Commission's Order in this
arbitration .

Southwestern Bell recognizes the
desire to have mutual compensation
billing in e standard format. This is
accomplished by the existing
industry standard billing systems .
The existing industry billing systems
vary depending on the jurisdiction of
the traffic. CABS is utilized for IXC
carried interstate and intrastate
access . This Primary Carrier
system has been modified to also
accommodate local compensation .

This billing process is currently in
operation and being utilized by more
than 150 independent companies
and local service providers . The
process is not new. It was first
implemented in Missouri between all
the LECs in July 1988 in response to
the Missouri Public Service
Commission Case No . TO-84-222 .
For ease of use, the intercompany

SWBT proposes the following
language :

The Parties understand that there
are currently no CABS standards
concerning the format of billing data
for mutual compensation adopted by
OBF . If and when OBF issues
CABS standards concerning the
format of billing data for mutual
compensation, SWBT agrees to
review and consider for
implementation said standards . The
format of billing data for mutual
compensation will be either CABS or
CABS-like at SWBT's sole
discretion .

Operational Issues - 1 1
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mutual compensation bill can be
provided on diskette or on paper.
The bill incorporates all the existing
access billing elements (i .e ., local
transport, end office switching, CCL.
etc.) at an end office level.

Changes to the Primary Carrier
billing process to accommodate an
LSPs unique request would in fact
require major programming in both
the data accumulation process and
the access billing process. This
change is unreasonable since we
already have a system that will
properly calculate compensation and
our other billing systems relating to
the interconnection agreement would
remain unchanged. The LSP will not
receive a consolidated bill . In
addition to the CABS and Primary
Carrier access billing, they will also
receive billing from the Independent
Billing Information System (IBIS) for
contractual agreements in its
standard format and from CRIS for
resale . SWB provides standard
access billing to all companies. We
do not provide unique intercompany
mutual compensation billing formats.
Ifan LSPagrees to participate in the
mutual compensation plan in one
SWB state, the plan remains similar
in the other SWB states . This
standardization allows the LSP to
have intercompany mutual
compensation with over 150 LECs in
SWB territory . Southwestern Bell
administers a clearinghouse process
that is necessary for settling
alternate= ,messages (calling
card, 3'° number, collect) for all

Operational Issues - 12
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SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT be able to establish an
EDI gateway based upon its business
requirements in advance ofstandards in
order to maximize the ordering
functionality and efficiency?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

Should AT&T be able to use standard
OBF conventions for ordering common-
use unbundled network elements?

III . OPERATIONAL ISSUES
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

Yes. AT&Ts language would ensure
that the ordering and provisioning of
unbundled network elements would
comply with OBF standards. SWBT
has agreed in other sections of the
Agreement to use standards
developed by the OBF. It is not clear
whySWBT would resist and object to
AT&Ts language to use and to abide
by OBF guidelines .

It is advantageous for all LSPs to
utilize nationally-accepted standards
for ordering and provisioning
whenever possible. National
standards are developed in an effort
to promote the spread of competition
across state barriers and into other
incumbent LECs' territories . In this
circumstance, it is more reasonable to
have the parties abide by OBF
standards than attempt to devise
mutually-agreed upon standards that
may never materialize . See also
Issue 3 above.

Attachment 7

1.X Combinations will be
identified and described by AT&T
so that they can be ordered and
provisioned together. All
elements and functionaliNes will
be enumerated usina OBF defined
fields (e.q., Pulse, Sanl (slanallna),
TBE (Toll Billing Indicator,
Feature, Feature Detail) and
Industrystandard formats.

LECs and LSPs in SWB territory .
This process utilizes the same
records that are used for
intercompany intraLATA toll end
local compensation. The CABS
process has no provisions for the
sealement or billing of these
messages .
SWBT has agreed to utilize national
guidelines in deploying and
maintaining its national guideline
based interfaces . These industry
guidelines continuously evolve to
specify all the fields and valid
content that may be necessary for
every industry participant. SWBT
utilizes these guidelines as they are
applicable to SWBT business
requirements, not all are .

	

In
addition, SWBT has negotiated in
advance of standards many times
with AT&T and established locations
for data required, but not yet defined
in the OBF formats . Where industry
guidelines are applicable to SWBT
business requirements they will be
used .

When it comes to guidelines for
codesets, the industry has yet to
scratch the surface . SWBT is
nondiscriminatorily utilizing its own
complete set of product, service, and
element identification codes to
accurately provision, maintain, and
modify UNEs, and Resale services,
as lawfully defined . This enables
Gateway users to order all SWBT
products, not just those the industry
has mapped . While SWBT is
assisting in the development of
national code sets, deploying

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language .)

Operational Issues- 13
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complete code sets into all ILEC
gateways will take years.

To illustrate how unique this potential
situation is, consider for example, a
retailer like Walmart . Walmart is
extremely stringent of its suppliers
so it may accurately and efficiently
identify the products it needs via EDI
ordering processes. However,
Walmart does not demand that all
manufacturers of similar items create
common product codes. Walmart
does require that each manufacturer
have a unique identification number
and a universal product code (UPC)
for each product . It is Welmart, the
retailer, that manages these product
code classifications and
modifications. Further, when
Walmart orders products, it specifies
exactly what should be delivered and
where. Likewise, LSPs have the
responsibility ofordering products or
elements based upon each
"manufacturer's" product identifiers
and specify where and how to "ship"
products to defined locations.

f

Operational Issues " 14
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1 . Pam Overview

SWBT Statement of Issue :

By ordering `combinations" of UNEs,
may AT&T force SWBT to choose what
UNEs AT&T will need for the desired
service and provide them at rates which
are less than the sum of the respective
rates for each constituent element?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

When AT&T orders a combination of
unbundled network elements, and
specifies the service it intends to provide
using that combination (e .g., POTS,
ISDN), should SWBT provide the
requested elements with at least the
same functionality, performance quality,
and operations systems support that is
available to SWBT for providing
equivalent service to its customers?

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

Yes. AT&T should be able to provide
a service using LINE elements
equivalent to that provided by SWBT
to its customers . SWBTs business
and "policy positions conspire to
lower the level of service, limit the
functionality, and raise the price of
UNEs in such a way that would
discourage competition in Missouri .

Through the loops, switches, transport
facilities, end other elements that
comprise the SWBT network, SWBT
Is able to market end deliver
telecommunications services to its
customers with a certain range of
functionality, quality, and speed. If
AT&Tand other LSPs are to have the
opportunity to compete successfully
for local service customers using
unbundled network elements, their
access to SWBTs UNEs must
provide them the opportunity et least
to match the functionality, quality, end
speed of service offered bySWBT
through those same elements .
SWBTs implementation plans,
however, made manifest In contract
negotiations, are certain to deny
AT&Taccess to unbundled elements
on a parity basiswith SWBT Itself.

This issue arises in several contexts.
When SWBT uses e loop end switch
port to serve a POTS customer, the
customer's loop is automatically tested
by the Mechanized Loop Testing
(MLT) system in the local switch .
Proactive maintenance is provided to
the customer through the Local
Maintenance Operation System .

Attachment B

2X When AT&T orders unbundled
Network Elements In combination.
and Identities to SWBT the type of
telecommunications service It
intends to deliver to Its end-user
customer through that
combination te .a . POTS ISDN),
SWBT will provide the requested
elements with all the functionality,
and with at least the some quality
of performance and operations
systems support forderina,
provislonlna, maintenance . billing
and recording), that SWBT
provides through Its own network
to its local exchange service
customers recoWina equivalent
service . unless AT&T requests a
lesserorgreater quality of
performance throuah the Special
Request Process . For example,
looplswitch port combinations
ordered by AT&T for POTS,servla
will include, without thriltalliton, MILT
testing, real time due date
asslanment dispatch schedullna,
service tum-up without Interraplon
of customer service. and speed and
quality ofmaintenance, at parity
with SWBrs delivery of service to
Its POTS customers served
through equivalent SWBT loop and
switch ports. Network element
combinations provided to AT&Tby
SWBT will meet orexceed all
performance criteria and
measurements that SWBT achieves
when providlna equivalent end-
user service to Its toed exchange

SWBT Intends to provide UNEs to
AT&T Individually or In combination .
Nevertheless, AT&T demands that
SWBT undertake additional duties
that are not required by the Act or by
this Commission . AT&T wants to
order what it calls a UNE "platform"
from SWBT . This means AT&T
seeks the right to specify a retail
service and then require SWBT to
identify and assemble the combination
of UNEs necessary to provide that
service . AT&T would then obligate
SWBT to provide that 'plafforrW at
less than the sum of respective rates
established for each constituent LINE
This strategy should be rejected for
five principal reasons .

First . SWOT cannot be obligated to
choose the UNEs necessaryfor
AT&T to provide a service . SWBT
has configured its systems to process
orders for resold services (as such)
end orders for UNEs (as such) . This
is consistentwith the FCCs
requirement that UNEs be offered
separately, for e separate charge, 47
C.F.R . B 51.3g7(d), as well as the
requirement that -an incumbent LEC
must provide, upon request,
nondiscriminatory access to
operations support systems functions
for pre-ordering, ordering,
provisioning, maintenance and repair,
end billing of UNEs under section
251(cX3) and resold services under
section 251(cx4) .- Interconnection
Order ED 525 . However, there simply
is no requirement that SWBT Itself
determine as pert of the LINE ordering

(SWBT opposes Inclusion ofAT&T
language .)
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When AT&Torders that same loop esrvlw customers fe .u.. POTS, process whet UNEs AT&T reds to
and switch port to serve a POTS RDNI. accomplish AT&Ts objective in
customer, however, SWBTplans to providing a particular service. AT&T
reclassify the elements as "designed can obtain that Information by using
circuits", eliminate MLT testing ofthe the appropriate SWBT operation
loop, and maintain them under a non- support services, which are available
automated Work Force Administration to AT&T . As the FCC has explained,
system . To take another example, - requesting carriers must specify to
when a prospective POTS customer incumbent LECs the network
calls a SWBT customer service elements they seek before they can
representative, SWBT9 operations obtain such elements on an
support systems provide that unbundled basis . - Id . LU 297 . AT&T
customer service representative with bears the responsibility for deciding
electronic access to dispatch what UNEs to order.
requirements and due date
information . However,SWBTholds to Second, AT&Twants SWBT to
the position that its operations support combine UNEs Into a "platform" and
systems will not provide AT&T provide them at less then the sum of
customer service representatives with their separate unbundled rates. In
that same information when they seek this manner, AT&T hopes to eliminate
to order unbundled network elements the non-recurring charge associated
to provide comparable service to the with each separate element . SWBT is
same prospective POTS customers. not required to comply with AT&Ts
Similarly, when e SWBT customer request because it would unjustifiably
service representative completes an permit AT&T to avoid payment of the
order for POTS service, SWBTs m separate unbundled rates to which
systems automatically flow through m SWBT Is entitled under the Act .
the relevant information to populate
the UDB database . Although AT&T Under the cost-based rates for UNEs,
will be required to provide the relevant each element has associated with It a
information for LIDS on Its orders for monthly recurring rate and, al the time
unbundled network elements, SWBT the element is ordered, e non-
has set up Its systems so that this recurring rate . With Its proposed
"flow-through" capability will not be contract language, AT&T will seek to
available to AT&T or other LSPs. eliminate the con-recurring rate by
Rather, each LSP will have to develop ordering the UNEs In an
an alternative system for populating 'Interconnected' package . This
SWBTs LIDB database with violates the Act as well as the rules of
information for the LSPs customers. the FCC, which require that network

elements be offered on an 'unbundled
In each of these instances, the same basis (Section 251(cx3y, and that
difference in perspective orates these elements be separately offered
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mom=
8WBT and AT&T. SWBT discialms and separately priced (47 C.F.R at
any obligation to make the network 51 .307(d)(1997)) .
elements available to AT&T and other
LSPs so that they my use those SWBT is entitled to make and collect
elements on a par with SWBT (to the a separate charge for each separate
extent technically feasible) in UNE . There may be systems,
competing to provide databases and records that must be
telecommunications service to updated in order to provide that UNE
customers Rather, SWBT maintains to AT&T . These costs are included in
that it does not provide unbundled the non-recurring charge associated
network elements "to itself and that with each UNE, and SWBT has the
its only obligation is to provide equal right to recover these costs,
access to unbundled network
elements to all LSPs. According to Third, AT&T's request is an excellent
SWBT, it is irrelevant if that equal example of its "sham" unbundling or
access leaves all the LSPs at a de facto resale . Indeed, AT&T's
substantial disadvantage to SWBT in attempt is an unmistakable gambit to
competing for POTS customers. avoid the mandates of the Act.

Forcing SWBT to offer up UNEs in
This Commission's 12/11196 combination in this manner will not
Arbitration Award established that only allow AT&T to create a 'service
SWBT must provide unrestricted without Installing any facilities, but
access to the unbundled network also allow it to obtain those UNEs at
elements identified by the less than the specified UNE rates .
Commission . (Arbitration Award at p. This is totally unjustified under the
13 .) The recente circuit court July FTA. While SWBTwill offer UNEs to
18, 1997 decision in Iowa Ul a non-facilities based LSP like AT&T,Board v. FCC states that LSPs may consistent with Section 2511(c)(3) of
not be required to own or control any the Act, It certainly is not required also
of their own local exchange facilities to choose what UNEs to provide and
before they can purchase or use to recover less than the full unbundled
unbundled elements to provide a cam .
telecommunications service . This
ruling opened an important pathway AT&T seeks to convert SWEIT's retail I
by which LSPs will be able to use customers 'as is to AT&rs
unbundled network elements to offer repackaged unbundled network
competitive services to Missouri service offerings and to avoid paying
consumers . A new entrant may order service activation and other
from SWBT the complete combination nonrecurring charges associated with
of elements needed In order to deliver the provisioning of those unbundled
telecommunications service to a retail network elements . This is AT&rs

1 customer through a physical I I latest attempt in a series to rewrite
the

I
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configuration of network facilities that
Is unchanged from the facilities that
serve the customer today. This UNE
'platform, offers an economic,
marketing, and technical basis for
transition to facilities-based
competition .

The FCC and each of the state
commissions in SWBTs traditional
local service territory all agree that
LSPs may purchase and use the UNE
platform for competitive entry, without
e requirement that theLSP own its
own facilities . See FCC Order, 1331 ;
Kansas Arbitration Order at 43 ;
Missouri Arbitration Order at 13;
Texas award at 16 ; Arkansas
Arbitration Order at 28 ; Oklahoma
Arbitration Order Regarding
Unresolved Issues at 5. SWBT,
however, continues to resist the UNE
platform at every turn, notonly by its
appeals, where it characterizes the
UNE platform as 'sham unbundling,"
but also In its contract negotiations
and UNE implementation plans .
SWBTs plans for UNE
implementation will effectively deny
LSPs the capability to compete for
POTS customers via the UNE
platform.

This proposed AT&T language
directly addresses this conflict It will
define "parity" of access to unbundled
network element combinations from
the only perspective that will create a
meaningful opportunity for competition
- the ability to deliver equivalent
service to the end-user customer .
AT&Twill indicate on orders for

Une Parity .4
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law to Its own liking and to obtain
unlawful and discriminatory
preferences .

Section 252(dX3) says how the
wholesale discount for SWBTs resol
services Is to be determined and
directs that it be on the basis of retail
rates less SWBT's avoided costs .
Pursuant to the directive, this
Commission determined the discouo
to be 19.2% for SWBT in Missouri .

Not content with the 19.2% discount,
AT&T seeks to order the same retail
service for resale at a higher effective
discount simply by labeling it as an
order for unbundled network element
or a "UNE Platform", SWBT estimate
that AT&T can raise the discount fror
19.2% to approximately 50 - 70%,
which is consistent with AT&Ts
objective all along to achieve a
wholesale discount of between 35%
and 50%.

Indeed, AT&Ts General Counsel
John Z9IIs has now admitted that
this was AT&Ts objective. Speaking
to a group ofinvestment analysts, Mi
Zegfis recently stated: "Another wev
to resell, and one that figures
prominently In our plans. Iswhet
we've been calling the unbundled
network element " [Emphasis Added
Using Pennsytvania as an example,
Mr. Zegfis said this causes the
wholesale discount to increase from
25.9% to a 52% discount for a
customerwho buys $25oflong
distance and $5 of local toll per mont
and a 84%discount for a $75 toll



combinations of elements the type of
service it Intends to deliver over those
elements(e.g ., POTS, ISON)-
Indeed, this Is a requirement ofthe
ordering processes developed in
implementation of the Missouri
Interconnection Agreement.

	

In turn,
SWBT will be required to provide the
requested elements with all of the
functionality, and with at least the
same quality of performance and
operations systems support, that
SWBT provides through its own
network to its local exchange
customers receiving equivalent
service . Unless LSPs are provided
with access to SWBTs UNEs In a
manner that provides them with an
opportunity to deliver equivalent
service to end-user customers, then
the access to unbundled network
elements previously ordered by this
Commission will remain access in
name only.
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customer with $5ofIntral-ATA toll .
Mr. Zegfis goes on to suggest two
other favorable aspects of this so-
called resale option that appeal to his
company : (1) the avoidance of
access charges (despite Congress
expressly preserving the existing
access charge scheme in
subsections 251(d)(3) and 251(g)) :
and (2) the opportunity to collect (or
forego collecting) the subscriber line
charge revenue (and possibly even to
receive universal service support
notwithstanding the fact that AT&T
would be deploying no facilities of its
own). pp . 5-6 . The patent unfairness
end absurdity ofAT&Ts rebundling
argument is further demonstrated by
this approach . In the 8' circuit case,
the court hell that although the
petitioners may order all the UNEs
necessary to provide e telephone
servicewithout owning any facilities,
such provisioning is significantly
different than resale . As the 8s' circuit
held at Par . 148, in determining that
the obligation to combine UNEs fall
exclusively to the requesting carder,
the court stated 'a Carrier providing
services through UNEs must make up
front inveshnents that need not be
done for resale.

Here, AT&T wants to take the matter
a step further end not even pay the
non-recurring costs of provisioning
the unbundled network elements . The
effect of this proposal would be to
substantially Increase the effective
discount even further than the
approximately 60%- 700/6, based on
SWBTs estimate, AT&T reasons
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that, since there allegedly Is no
change in the features or functionality
necessary to serve the 'as is'
customer, it should not have to pay
any non-recurring charges.

AT&T cannot have it both ways -
namely, calling its service unbundled
for one purpose and treating it as
strict resale in another . Clearly, it
costs SWBT more, even in an'as is"
context, to provision unbundled
network elements than it does to
provide a retail service vie resale, and
In the provisioning ofunbundled
network elements more is involved
than just a service order change. In
the retell context, SWBT is not
required to identify or to bill for the
Individual network elements end can
Implement the service with relatively
little change . The opposite is true in
the case of unbundled network
elements where it is incumbent on the
ordering terrier to specify the desired
elements ; for them to be separately
provisioned and billed as
components. Designating the change
order 'as is does not simplify the
process and, in fact, complicates it by
shifting to SWBT the responsibility to
determine whet unbundled network
elements are needed or desired by
the carrier . AT&T can, of course,
avoid these charges by ordering the
bundledfresold service. What it
cannot or should not be allowed to do
Is order the unbundled service and
then seek to avoid the associated
unbundling costs or its responsibility
to designate the individual elements
ordered . That result would be

Une Parity - 6
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2 . Ordering . Provisioning, and
Maintenance: Access to Information

SWBT Statement of Issue :

May AT&T dictate to SWBT what
systems it will provide and when it will
make such systems available when such
systems go beyond what SWBT
provides to itself?

AT&TStatement of Issue :

Should SWBT provide AT&T with parity
In pre~ordering, ordering, and
provisioning processes in terms of
access to information?

Yes. SWBT should be required to
provide Its end user due date and
dispatch information to AT&T so that
AT&T can coordinate its inside plant
vendor with the time table of the end
user . This Information should be
provided to AT&T In the same manner
as SWBT provides this information to
its end users for equivalent services
(e.g. SWBT POTS customer vs.
AT&T Loop and Portcombination
POTS customer). SWBT should not
put AT&T et a competitive
disadvantage by not allowing access
to Information that SWBT can provide
to Its customers .

SWBT should also be obligated to

Attachment 7 - UNE Ordwina and
Provisioning ,

2.X SWBT and AT&T agree to work
together to implement the Electronic
Gateway Interface (EGI) used for
resold services that provides non-
discriminatory access to SWBTs pre-
order process . AT&T end SWBT
agree to implementthe electronic
interface, which will be transaction
based, to provide the pre-service
ordering information (i .e., address
verification, service and feature
availability, telephone number
assignment, dispatch requirements,
due dab and Customer Service
Record(CSR) Information , subject to

contrary b Section 252(dx1) which
allows the provisioning canter to
recover Its costs and would be
discriminatory because In all other
(non-as Is) Instances the ordering
carrier would be required to pay such
costs .

Finally, AT&T predicts ominously that
without its UNE Platform method of
service, SWBT will - force a customer
service outage whenever a SWBT
customer is converted to UNE-based
service .' This assertion misstates the
facts . AT&T has the ability to achieve
conversion from a SWBT service to
UNE-based service with minimal end
user customer service Intenuption .

Based on all the foregoing, the
Commission should reject AT&Ts
language .

No. At the present time . SWBT does
not have the 855 compatibility within
EDI, but is currently working to build
this system at AT&Ts request .

As the 8" circuit found SWBT Is
required to provide access on an
unbundled basis to Its 'existing
network - not to e yet unbuilt superior
one- p. 144 . This applies directly b
AT&Ts demand for these superior
OSS functions.

In addition, the manual process AT&T
seeks to require SWBT to Implement
until the 855 transaction is available Is
a tremendous, onerous process .
Although SWBTis willing to perform

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language .)

Una Parity- 7



provideAT&Tend users the same
level of performance that It provides
Its own end users for equivalent
services . SWBT should also provide
to AT&T an electronic transaction to
notify AT&T that a due date Is not
going to be met so that AT&T can
notify its customer of the situation .

The FCC recognizes that
nondiscriminatory access to the
ILEC's operations support systems 'is
vital to creating opportunities for
meaningful competition .' FCC Order
at 1518 . The FCC thus concluded
that 'an incumbent LEC must provide
nondiscriminatory access to their
operation support systems functions
for preordering, ordering,
provisioning, maintenance and repair,
and billing available to the LEC Itself.
Such nondiscriminatory access
Includes access to the functionality of
any Internal gateway systems the
Incumbent employs In performing the
above functions for its own
customers .' Id. et 1[523 . The FCC
required ILECs to meet the
requirement of nondiscriminatory OSS
access by January 1, 1997 . Id. a t 1[
525.

SWBT has failed to meet this
requirement In Its implementation
negotiations with AT&T. SWBT has
delayed and resisted providing AT&T
with access to OSS functions that will
amble AT&T to pre-order, order, and
provision UNE service for its
customers with the same quality and
speed that SWBT uses to serve its
retail customers, contrary to the
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h
the conditions as set forth in this manual process where avail
Attachment 2: Ordering and It is SWBTs position that AT&T
Provisioning - Resale, Paragraph 1.X . should not have the right to dicta

SWBT what systems It will provi~
Attachment 2 and when it will make such sysh

available when they are system.

4.X SWBT will provide AT&T an 855 SWBT does not have in place ar

EDI transaction-based reply when does not use in connection with

SWBTs committed Due Dale IDD1 serving its own customers . Rath

Is In jeopardy of not being met by the systems proposed by

SWBT on any Resale service, beyond that which SWBT proviprovid

which will concurrently provide the ltseii and consequently, AT&T's

revised due date . SWBT and AT&T language should be stricken Eon

earsrsaato Identify a mutually Agreement end SWBTs le

acceptable date for Implementation providing that it will provide
the 8

6

ofthe 855 EDI transacfon4sased hensection to AT&T "when avails

reply no later than January 1 . 1997 . end in the Interim, will provide thr

SWBT may satisfy its obligations function on a manual basis tirhei

under this paragraph by providing available, should be included in

AT&T access through the electronic Agreement.

Interface to a database which As the FCC recently found, orderIdentifies due dates in jeopardy and and provisioning of UNE has noprovides revised due dales as soon analogue to retail (i .e. resale). Aas they have been established by such, AT&T's demands that UNESWBT. On an interim manual basis,
the transaction-is available with the same orderinguntil 855 provisioning as resale (which ATavailable . SWBT end AT&T will cloaks in the term parity) is withcestablish mutually acceptable foundation (Paragraph 141, FCCmethods and procedures for handling Docket No . 97-137, released Aulthe processesfor a jeopardy 19, 1997) .notification and missed appointments .

Attachment 7

6.X SWBT and AT&Tagree to
IdenM a mutually acceptable data
for Implementation of the 855 EDI
transaction-based reply when
SWBTs committed Due Date (DD) is
injeopardy of not being met by SWBT
on any Unbundled Network Elements
or Combinations no laterthan



requirements of Section 261(cX3) of
the Act and the FCCs very plain,
specific interpretation. This
resistance has manifested Itself in
disagreements over a number of
provisions In Attachment 7 : Ordering
and Provisioning - Unbundled
Network Elements .

For example, AT&T's proposed
language at right which will appear in
Attachment 7 would include dispatch
requirements and due date in the
categories of information that would
be available to AT&T vie electronic
interface for pre-ordering purposes for
unbundled network elements. That
information is available to SWBT in
performing pre-ordering for Its retail
customers who will be served through
the same equipment and facilities (i .e .,
network elements) as AT&Ts retail
customers served through unbundled
network elements . SWBT has agreed
to provide this Information via
electronic interface for resale pre-
ordering . SeeAffachment2. The
FCC Itself has said that, "to the extent
that customer service representatives
ofthe incumbent have access
to . . . service Interval information
during customer contacts, the
incumbent must provide the same
access to competing providers ." FCC
Order at 1523 .

SWBTs refusal to make this pre-
ordering information available to AT&T
via electronic interface cannot be
justified under the Act. SWBT has
commented in defense of its position
that it does nol'order UNEs" or
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In addition AT&T attempts to Insert
ienguage that requires SWBT to
comply with "LCUG Service Quality
Measurements which are arbitrary
measures being proposed by a group
of IXC's . This request attempts to
further expand the requirements of the
FCC rules which requires that UNE be
offered at a quality equal to that which
SWBT provides to others and to itself.
(51 .311(a) & (b)) SWBT provides
UNE over its existing network facilities
and as such meets this requirement of
equal quality. SWBT cannot be
required to meet e set of arbitrary
"superior performance standards -
SWBT is only required to provide
UNE at a quality which is equal to that
provided to others or itself. Therefore,
the only performance requirement
could be comparison to other LSPs,
not a requirement to meet absolute
levels.

Une Parity- 9
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Januarv1.1997. SWBTwill
concurrently provide the revised due
date. SWOT may satisfy its
obligations under this paragraph by
providing AT&Taccess through the
electronic: interface to a database
which identifies due dates in jeopard
and provides revised due dates as
soon as they have been established
by SWBT. On an interim manual
basis, until the 855 transaction is
available, SWBT and AT&T will
establish mutually acceptable
methods end procedures for handlin~.
the processes for ajeopardy
notification or missed appointment.

9.X SWBTwill provide AT&Twith
the provlslonina Intorvals as
wrren9y outlined In the LCUG
Service Quality Measurements
document. or as may be revised
from time to time.

Attachment 8
0

6.X . . .When a networkeleroentIs
dedicated to AT&T. SWBT must
workwith AT&Tto schedule
maintenance . SWBT must make
reasonable accommodations to
AT&Twhen scheduling the
maintenance ofa dedicated
network element.
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"provide UNE service' to itself. so that
its failure to provide such Information
Is not discriminatory. IfSWBT Is
serious about this position, It
misapprehends the fundamental
nature of the 251(cx3) requirement
that UNEs must be provided on terns
that are nondiscriminatory. The FCC
expressly admonished that the Act
requires ILECs to provide access to
UNEs that is not only equal as
between all carriers requesting
access, but also 'must be al least
equal-in-quality to that which the
incumbent LEC provides to itself.'
FCC Order at1312. This more broad
nondiscrimination requirement is
necessary to protect against the
ILECs'Incentive to discriminate
against Its competitors by offering
them less favorable terms and
conditions than It provides itself. Id.
at 11219 (addressing interconnection ;
same concern referenced with regard
to UNE access at 11312, note 975) .

The Acts nondiscrimination
requirement cannot be evaded by the
facile contention that SWBT does not
use unbundled elements for itself.
SWBT has and does use unbundled
elements - i .e ., facilities and
equipment used to provide a
telecommunications service (the
definition ofa network element at 47
C.F.R . § 51.5). The FCC's
Interpretation of the nondiscrimination
requirement is directed at ILECs such
as SWBT. The requirement would be
meaningless if ILECs could avoid It by
saying that they do not order or use
.unbundled network elements' as

Une Partly- 10
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The only otter explanation for
SWBTs refused to agree to provide
pre-ordering information on due date
end dispatch requirements
electronically (as it will do for resale)
is that its decision to treat all UNE
orders as "designed circuit" orders will
result in SWBT administering these
orders under systems that do not
provide electronic access to this
Information . SWBrs business
discretion, however, does not extend
to avoiding the requirements ofthe
Act. This information is available to
SWBT customer service
representatives providing pre-order
services to prospective POTS
customers, customers who will be
served by a combination of SWBT
local switches, loops, and Its common
network . When AT&T performs pre"
order services for prospective POTS
customers whom it may serve through
Uwse same facilities ordered as
unbundled network elements, the Act
entities it to the same information .
AT&Ts proposed Section 2.X should
be accepted in its entirely .

The same reasons compel
acceptance ofMrs otter proposed
language for Attachments 2 and 7 . In
each instance AT&Ts language is
intended to provide AT&T with nothing
more than whet SWBT provides to
itself. The proposed Attachment 7
language requires SWBT to provide
electronic notification when any UNE
due date is in jeopardy of not being
met no later than January 1998oras

Une Parity " 11
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3. Ordedna end Provisionina : Network
Filaments that are Interconnected end
functional

SWBT Statement of Issue:

CanAT&T shift its responsibilities for
combining UNEs to SWBT?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

a.

	

MaySWBT disconnect elements
that are ordered in combination
when those elements are
Interconnected and functional at

agreed to by the Parties . The last
proposed Attachment 7 language at
right requires SWBT to provision
UNEorders within the Intervals
currently outlined In the LCUG
Service Quality Measurement
document . All of these OSSfunctions
are functions that SWBT provides to
itself. All are important to AT&Ts
ability to compete meaningfully with
the incumbent. All these contract
provisions should be accepted in
order to require SWBT to make
nondiscriminatory OSS access a
reality.

SWBT, in recent negotiations,
retracted agreement on AT&Ts
proposed language for Attachment 8.
It Is unclear to AT&T why, at this time,
SWBT is retracting its agreement,
when it agreed in the original 4126197
Missouri filing . TheMPSC should
award the language that now shows
as AT&Ts in order to give AT&T
parity with scheduled maintenance
equal to that experienced by SWBT .
a. No . FCCRule 61-316(b) states

that 'except upon request, an
incumbent LEC shall not
separate requested network
elements that the Incumbent
cumenty combines .' The6a
circuit court affirms this rule in its
July 18, 1997 Iowa Lffifittas
Board v. FCC decision . The
FCChas confirmed, following the
8s' circuit decision, that this rule
prohibits ILECs from
disconnecting network elements
that are connected atthe time
that t receives an unbundling

Attachment 7 ,

6.X When AT&T orders Elements
or Combinations that are currently
Interconnected and functional,
such Elements andCombinations
will remain interconnected and
funedanal without any
disconnection and without toss of
feature capability andwithout loss
of associated Ancillary Functions.
This will be known as Contiguous
Network Interconnection of
Network Elements . There will be
no charge forsuch

No. The8°' circuit hsamade it
abundantly clear that the total
responsibility for combining UNEs
fells to the requesting carrier.

SWBT has designed Its UNEs to
comply with the requirements
Imposed by this Commission and by
the FCC (i.e ., each UNE Is offered
separately for aseparate charge).
SWBTs obligation Is to provide the
UNEs as required by the FCC In the
Interconnection Order. Contrary to
AT&Ts assertion, SWBT Is not
obligated todevelop beds office end

(SWBTopposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

Une Parity -12
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the time ofthe order?

b.

	

Should SWBT provide AT&T with
party In pre- ordering . ordering,
and provisioning processes
without significant service
interruption?

request (see FCCShared
Transport Order).

b.

	

Yes. SWBT has made a
business' and 'poky decision
to move all UNE elements to Its
designed service system . This
threatens to cause a service
interruption to AT&T LINE
customers when AT&T orders a
loop and switch port from SWBT
to offer POTS service
(alternatively, this will deny the
UNE switching user access to
testing capability altogether, see
issue 7 below) .

	

Because of Its
decision to administer UNEs as
a designed service, SWBTwill
take those loops out of the
current system, which has an
automated testing component,
and move it to their SARTS
system, which does not . As a
result, SWBTwill Interrupt
service on loops (by its own
account, for approximately 30
minutes), to install a SMAS test
point . This disadvantages AT&T
customers served by UNEs, and
places an unreasonable end
unnecessary constraint on any
new entrant's opportunity to
compete .

The Arbitrator recommended that
'. . .there shag be no restrictions or
limitations on LSP use of UNEs.'
(Award p. 13).

As mentioned above, one likely use of
unbundled networkelements fora
new entrant Is to order from the ILEC
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other support parameters for the local
telecommunications service . That Is
ATM's obligation as a
telecommunications center . When
AT&T purchases UNEs from SWBT, It
Is responsible for the design and
inventory of the components used to
provide its own telecommunications
service

The basic issue is whether SWBT
should implement a provisioning
process that will allow the movement
of SWBT customer lines to AT&T
using UNEs without any service
interruption (i .e . exactly equal to
resale) . In the case of resale, SWBT
continues to provide 'service which
the LSP resells. However, under the
UNE environment, even when SWBT
provides all the 'parts', it Is the LSP
thatdesigns the service, orders the
'parts It needs, and specifies how the
'parts' are to be combined.

Although SWBT has agreed to do the
physical connecting of UNEon behalf
ofAT&T,SWBT does not believe that
It is possible to convert a line from
SWBT service to UNEbased services
without some minimal service
interruption .

This will normally Involve a translation
change that is routinely performed in
SWBT switches during offhours
(these changes begin at 2:00 a.m. to
6:00 a.m . along with all other SWBT
changes). When the change Is
made, there will be a short interruption
of service (typically for less then one
minute) while the switch translation is

Una Parity- 13
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Interconnection .

6.X "Conflauous Network
Interconnection of Network
Elements" includes. without
limitation, the situation when AT&T
orders all the SWBT Network
Elements required to convert a
SWBT end-user customer or an
AT&T resale customer to AT&T
unbundled Network Elements
service (a) without any chance In
features or functionality that was
being provided by SWBT (or by
AT&T on a resale basis) at the time
of the order or fb) with only the
chance needed to route the
customers operator service and
directory assistance calls to the
AT&T OSNA platform via
customized roudno and/or chances
needed In order to change a Ioeal
switchlnafeature, e.a., call waiting.
(This section only applies to orders
Involvino wstomlzed after
customized

rougna
mufin o has been

established to an AT&T OS nA
platform from the relevant SWBT
local switch. Including AT&T's
payment of all applicable charges
to establish that routlna.) That*
will be no Interruption of service to
the snd rrser customer In
connection with orders covered by
this section, except for Proeessino
time that Is technlcalN necessary to
execute the appropriate recent
change order In the SWBT local
switch. SWBT will treat recent
chance orders necessary to
provision AT&T orders underthis
section atparity wHh recent change



the complete combination of elements
needed In order to deliver
telecommunications service to a retail
customer through a physical
configuraflon of network facilities that
is unchanged from the facilities that
serve the customer today . By ordering
the local loop and local switch port
that serve that customer and using
those elements in combination with
the common network elements to
which they are already interconnected
(e .g ., common transport, signaling and
databases, tandem switching), the
new entrant can deliver the same
end-to-end service that had been
provided by the ILEC . Through such
a LINE 'platform", AT&T (and other
CLECs) may obtain the benefits of
cost-based pricing, creating the
opportunity for more competitive retail
pricing offers, and giving it the
flexibility to design customized offers,
particularly for vertical services. A
LINE platform also is the means by
which a new entrant may offer
services that are differentiated from
the ILEC's services, without having to
duplicate the ILEC's existing network
al the time of entry. With time and
development of the customer base,
the new entrant can substitute its own
facilities more broadly. The LINE
platform creates an economic,
marketing, and technical basis for
transition to facilities-based
competition .

SWBT has aggressively opposed the
UNE platform In this arbitration end
others . It hascomplained in various
appeals that it authorizes *sham -
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performed. However, a conversation
In progress will not be Interrupted by
this process; rather SWBT systems
will wait until the tine is no longer
busy . A customer attempting to place
a call during this brief period In the
early morning will detect this
interruption . Likewise, e cell to the
customer during this time will not be
completed . This minor service
interruption is inherent to the switch
design and is the same procedure that
is used when a SWBT customer
requests a service change that
requires any line class code
translation change (e.g ., changing
class of service, adding optional
calling, etc.) SWBT is certainly willing
towork to minimize this service
Interruption as much as operationally
possible.

AT&Ts proposed contract wording
should be rejected since it demands
SWBT to do something that is neither
technically feasible nor something that
SWBT does in its own operations .

Una Party - 14
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orders executed to serve SWBT
end+rser customers. In bans of
achedutirta newsserv iserWce
Interruptions so as to minimize
Inconvenience to endouser
customers.
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unbundling ." SWBTs legal opposition
to the UNE platform has carried over
Into contract negotiations. SWBThas
been unwilling to agree to reasonable
contract provisions that will enable
AT&T to implement UNE platform
purchases, and it has adopted an
operaftonal plan for implementing
UNE service that will place CLECs
who use the UNE platform at a
significant competitive disadvantage .

In attempting to put into contract terms
AT&Ts right to order the complete
combination ofnetwork elements
needed to provide end-to-end service
to a customer, the Parties have
reached two chiefareas of
disagreement. The first is SWBTs
assertion that it may collect
nonrecurring charges for orders that
do not cause SWBT any one-time
expenses other than service order
processing expenses . The Missouri
Commission has ordered in its
7131/97 award that under aCLEC
Simple Conversion, no nonrecurring
charges in addition to the $5 service
order charge will be assessed (see
related issue in Pricing Matrix V. for
further discussion of nonrecurring
charges.. The second is SWBTs
unwillingness to commit that it will not
Interrupt service to customers who
convert to AT&T UNE service, even
though interruption is technically
unnecessary .

Under SWBTs approach, any local
service provider who uses UNE
combinations as one market entry
strategy will find itself competing with

Une Parity . 15
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one hand tied behind Its back. For a
new entrant to be required to tell
prospective customers that theymust
expect an extended Interruption of
service, represents a very serious
competitive disadvantage . Section
251(c)(3) of the Act requires SWBT to
provide access to UNEs on terms that
are just and reasonable, as well as
nondiscriminatory . "These terms
require incumbent LECs to provide
unbundled elements under terms and
conditions that would provide an
efficient competitor with a meaningful
opportunity to compete." FCC Order,
1315 . Causing unnecessary service
interruptionsviolates this standard .
There Is no justification for imposing e
service Interruption on end user
customers so that SWBT can install
an unnecessary test point.

AT&T has proposed language that
would prohibit Interruption of
customer service when AT&T orders
the complete UNE platform for a
customer, with no change in features .
No physical change to the facilities

	

,
serving the customer is required In
those circumstances, so no extended
outage can be justified . When a new
AT&T customer is established in the
switch database, a "recent change
order must be executed . This "recent
change order" takes only e fraction of
e second of computer processing time
to execute. AT&T understands SWBT
to agree that this is the only outage
technically required in such situations,
but for SWBTs decision to insist on
installing an automated test point in
the loop Like nonrecu~charges,charges,

Une Parity - 16
10/2197



IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT-MISSOURI

4 . Ordering and Provisionina: No
Service Disruption

	

With IDLC

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Should AT&T be allowed to avoid
appropriate non-recurring charges?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should SWBTdisconnect working
service and possibly deny AT&T access
to loops served by IDLC technology
when AT&T orders the loop and switch
port in combination?

SWBT s business choice to place all
LINE circuits under its WFA system,
with the consequence that test points
must be installed, cannot justify
imposing on AT&T the competitive
disadvantage of a customer service
interruption in situations where that
interruption is otherwise unnecessary.

AT&Ts proposed language prohibiting
extended customer service
interruptions in the situations
described above should be accepted
in order to provide AT&T with
nondiscriminatory access to element
combinations on terms that will
provide it with a meaningful
opportunity to compete .
No. AT&T, and Its end user
customers, should not be forced to
endure an unnecessary
disconnection. When an existing,
interconnected loop and switch port
are ordered by AT&T, and that loop
happens to be served by IDLC today,
there Is no reason for SWBT lo : 1)
disconnect that service and move the
loop to another technology, and 2)
possibly respond to AT&Tthat there Is
no alternative loop available;
therefore, AT&T cannot serve that
customer. In this situation, AT&Ts
proposed contract language would
allow AT&T to serve the customer
over the existing IDLC looptswitch
combination. Indeed, for SWBT to
disconnect elements, without AT&T's
request, violates FCC Rule 61.316
(b).

Because the Missouri Commission
ruled that the DLC need not be further

Attachment t

4.X When AT&T owns or manages its
own switch andrequests an
unbundled Loop to be terminated on
AT&Ts switch andMe requested loop
is currently serviced by SWBTs
Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (IDLC)
or Remote Switching technology,
SWBTwill, where available, move the
requested unbundled Loop to a spare,
existing physical or a universal digital
loop carrier unbundled Loop at no
additional charge to AT&T. If,
however, no spare unbundled Loop is
available, SWBT will within forty-eight
(48) hours, excluding weekends and
holidays, of AT&Ts request notify
AT&T of the lack of available facilities .
AT&T may request alternative
arrangements through the Special
Request process . This section does
not apply when AT&Torders a
LoootSwitdr portcombination from

When e Local Service Provider
('LSP') orders a loop element and the
current loop to the customers
promises is served using a IDLC,
SWBTwill move the loop to a non-
integrated DLC or copper pair if
available. There will be no charge for
this move. This will provide the LSP
with the flexibility to connectt loop
to either a SWBT switch elementorto
transport It to its own switch .
AT&T, MCI and other carriers
requested this procedure before the
FCC (Paragraph 384 of the FCC's
Interconnection Order) . However,
since AT&T has now decided that it is
less experrsiveto rebundla UNEs to
mirror SWBTs resale services, they
are objecting to the very process that
they requested .
AT&T claims SWBT Intends to
'disconnect working servir%.

	

It Is
never SWBTs Intent to disrupt
customer service . However, as

SWOT proposes the "owing
language:

When AT&T owns or manages its
own switch and requests an
unbundled Loop to be terminated on
AT&Ts switch and the requested bop
Is currently serviced by SWBTs
Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (IDLC)
or Remote Switching technology,
SWBT will, where available, move the
requested unbundled Loop to a spare,
existing physical or a universal digital
loop carrier unbundled Loop at no
additional charge to AT&T . If,
however, no spare unbundled Loop Is
available, SWBT will within forty-eight
(48) hours, excluding weekends and
holidays, ofAT&Ts request notify
AT&T of the lack of available facilities.
AT&T may request alternative
arrangements through the Special
Request process .

Line Parity- 17
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5. Ordedno and Provisioning : Parity of
Provisioning Intervals

SWBT Statement of Issue:

See Issue 1 of this matrix .

AT&T Statement ofIssue:

IV. UNE PARITY
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unbundled at this time, it Is dear that
when AT&T owns or manages Its own
switch, loops served by IDLC must be
moved offof thattechnology and onto
either an existing physical loop or a
universal digital loop carrier. This Is
because a Imp served by IDLC would
have to be further unbundled to
interact with AT&Ts switch .

SWBT seeks to reassure AT&T that
this technology is not in common use
in its network today, and this may be
true - today . This is new, forward
looking technology, and although
AT&T is not privy to SWBTs
procurement policy for IDLC, it is
reasonable to assume that SWBTwill
be buying what is one ofthe best-
selling new technologies today.
Although IDLC is only present In less
than 16% of SWBTsnetwork today,
we can expect that number to grow in
the future. (In fact, In the Arbitration
award, the Commission ordered that
SWBT assume that Its network
contains 25% IDLC for purposes of
Identifying forward-looking

	

_
technology .)

The Commission should rule in favor
of AT&Ts language for the reasons
stated above.
Yes. AT&T customers receiving
service from UNEs should not have to
wait longer for their service than
SWBT aresale customers.

SWBT should not put AT&T at a
competitive disadvantage by not
providing to AT&Tthe same level of
performance that They provide to their

SWBT.

S.X Analog Une Pat AOne side
switch connection available in either a
loop or ground startsignaling
configuration used primarily for
switched voice communications
including centrex-like applications.
When AT&T orders a Loop/Switch
combination in which the loop Is
served by IDLC. AT&T will pay the
applicable loop charge and an
Analog Line Port charge .

5.X ISDN Basic Rate Interface (BRI)
Pat: A line side switch connection
which provides ISDN Basic Rate
Interface (SRI) based capabilities
including centrex4ke applications.
When AT&T orders a Loop/Switch
combination In which the loop Is
served by IDLC. AT&Twill pay the
applicable loop charge and a SRI
Port charge .

Attachment 7

5.X SWBT will provide AT&T with
standard provisioning intervals for all
unbundled Network Elements and
combinations as compared to
SWBT ~tomsrs for eaulvalent
service.

explained In Issue 3, above, when
changing from a SWBT rated or resale
service to unbundled network
elements, there will always be a
potential for minimal service
Interruption . AT&Ts proposed
contract language should be rejected .

This is yet another attempt by AT&T
to imposeon SWBTs UNE offerings,
the requirements of resale .

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Analog Une Port : A One side switch
connection available in either a loop or
ground start signaling configuration
used primarily for switched voice
communications including centrex-like
applications .

SWBT proposes the following
language :

ISDN Basic Rate Interface (BRI) Port:
A line side switch connection which
provides ISDN Basic Rate Interface
(BRI) based capabilities including
centrex-like applications .

(SWBT opposes inclusion of
additional AT&T language.)

Une Parity- 1s
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Should SWBT provide parity between
provisioning intervals for its end users
and provisioning Intervals forAT&T end
users receiving the same service as they
received from SWBT?

6. Ordering end Provisioning :
Provisioning of Databases

SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT be required to input
AT&T's customer record information Into
the LIDS database?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT be required to provision
collect calling, P number billing, credit
card number and other Information
provided by AT&T on the LINE order
within Its LIDS in the same manner as it
provisions 911, directory listings, LINE
elements and features when ordered?

end users for equivalent services (e .g.
SWBT POTS customer vs . AT&T
POTS customer served via LINE Loop
and Port). For example, SWBT will
offer a 2-day interval to Its own or
resale customers for POTS service,
but offers a five-day interval to UNE
users . SWBT has been unable or
unwilling to explain why, when the
same function is being performed, it
takes longer to provide service on
UNEs .
Absolulelyl In order for AT&T to
receive full functionality of the
switching element, SWOT provisions
several databases . AT&T views
LIDS as simply another database to
be provisioned in order for AT&T to
receive full functionality of the
unbundled local switch, much as the
switch database, directory listing
database, and 911 database are
agreed-upon as being provisioned by
SWBTfor UNEs today.

SWBT should provide to AT&T the
same flow through provisioning
process that it provides to itself and
that It provides to AT&T for all other
unbundled elements and databases
when AT&T purchases LINE
switching. The LIDS update consists
of updating collect calling, 30 number
billing, and credit card Information
linked to the customer Information
provided to SWBT on the LINE
switching order. In negotiations,
SWBT staled that it will remove such
information from the database, then
require AT&T to re-enter the data.
SWBT also should not be allowed to
deer all such functionality of a

Attachment6 : UNE

9.X IniheevenfCrafAT&Tisusirg
SWBTs OSplelPorm, urwoMerafse
agreed, rrocharge is made(crsuch
VWabWW

	

omwthan appacawe
OScharges rndarAppendxPrang
UNE-Schedub ofPrbas labeled
'Operator Services CallCanplelion
Services"andatsubparfs thereunder.

Attachment 7 : O&P
r

1.X When AT&T uUlises UNE
switching. SWBTwill populate Its
UDB database with customer
Information using Information
provided byAT&T uslna standard
OBF fields as defined In the LSOG
(Local Service Ordering Guide).

No . The FCC required SWBT to
provide AT&T with equivalent access
to SWSTs LIDS service management
system (SMS) so that AT&T, at
AT&Ts own identified need (see
paragraph 494 of the Interconnection
Order) could create, modify, and
update Its own records . SWBT has
expended considerable efforts to meet
these requirements and provides
electronic Interfaces so that AT&T can
access, view, and administer its own
date directly.

AT&T now seeks to burden SWBT
with AT&T`s own responsibility for
ensuring that AT&Ts customer
records are correctly administered in
LIDS . AT&T is asking that SWBT
create a bundled, unequal access
method for SWBT to administer the
AT&T data in LIDS . The bundled
method that AT&T proposes does not
meet SWBTs requirements under the
Interconnection Order . This Is yet
another attempt by AT&T to
circumvent the resale provisions of
the ACT to force SWBT to treat
unbunded network elements as
resale.

Attachment 6 : Pricing

(SWBT opposes inclusion of
additional AT&T language.)

Attachment 7: O&P

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

Line Party - 19
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customer that migrates to AT&T
service. No other RBOC has
Imposed this completely unnecessary
requirement on AT&T.

SWBT claims that the FCC's First
Report and Order, 1 493' only
requires SWBT to -provide access, on
an unbundled basis, to the service
management system (SMS), which
allow competitors to create, modify, or
update information in call-related
databases .- This paragraph in the
FCC's Interconnection Order Is
irrelevant to SWBTs obligation to
provide INP in accordance with the
FCC's regulations . Under the Federal
Act end the FCC's regulations, INP Is
a service that SWBT must provide on
request Including any necessary
provisioning ofthe LIDB .

SWBTs own retail systems today flow
through Information for SWBTs
customers directly to the LIDB .
SWBT is asking that AT&T manually
update the LIDB with customer
Information for every AT&T customer.
AT&Tis willing to specify all of the
necessary information to SWBT on
the customer service order, and
SWBT should update the LIDSJust as
it updates other databases such as
911IE911 and directory listings .

SWBT also claims that there are
security, reasons that keep it from
updating the LIDB . AT&Tfinds it
peculiar that SWOT singles out this
particular database when it today
updates its own switch, directory
listings, 91lIE911 etc . . with the

IV. UNE PARITY
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SWBT would need a service order
flow from CABS to accommodate
AT&Ts demand. LINE orders come
from CABS while resale orders come
from CRIS . SWBTs LIDS SMS, the
Line Validation Administration System
(LVAS) does not have a direct feed
from CABS as would be needed to
support AT&T's demand .
Furthermore, LINE orders are not
populated with the same USOCs as
resale orders . LIDS updates are
driven from particular classes of
service and other subscriber-
associated entries. LINE orders do
not contain class of service USOCs
because LINE orders are for individual
components of the network and not
for a complete service . That Is to say,
a LINE order would be for one or more
components, such as local loop or
local switch, rather than residence
service . The Interface between CRIS
and WAS is very complex . To
duplicate the same sort of interface
from CABS would take months of
development under the best of
circumstances. Also, since some
information on complex types of
service are stored In both CRIS and
CABS, a reconciliation process
between the two systems for audit
purposes would alsohave to be
developed .

AT&T suggests that SWBT should be
required to populate LIDS as It
populates otherdatabase services
associated with the voice network
Contrary to AT&Ts assertion, LIDB Is
not'shmply another database to be

Line Parity-20
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information

that AT&T provides over

the

service order

.

SWBT Is trying to

Introduce

manual work on the part of

AT&T

to slow down the service order

process

and create additional costs to

AT&T .

First

Report and Order,

Implementation

of the Local

Competition

Provisions in The

Telecommunications

Act of 1996, CC

Docket

No

.

96-98 (August 8, 1996)

("First

Report and Order)

.

provisioned .

Neither AT&T nor the

FCC

tookthat approach in CC

Dockets

88-98 and 95-186

.

Call-

related

databases (which is how LIDS

Is

defined in these dockets) end their

service

management systems are

sufficiently

distinct from other

databases

that they end their update

methods

were separately addressed

and

separate requirements were

imposed

on the incumbent LECs

.

If

AT&T

did notwant the ability to

directly

administer its own data in

LIDS,

It should not have argued so

Insistently

for it

.

AT&T

claims that "SWBT is asking

that

AT&T manually update the LIDS

with

customer Information for every

AT&T

customer

.

SWBT makes no

such

request

.

Paragraph 494 of the

Interconnection

Order states

:

"If the

Incumbent

accesses the SMS through

an

electronic Interface, the

competitive

carrier should be able to

access

the SMS though an equivalent

electronic

interface

.'

SWBT has

provided

such an Interface that does

not

require manual input by AT&T

.
This

Service Order Entry Interface will

allow

AT&Tto electronically transmit

to

WAS customer record information

from

Mrs customer service order

process.

SWBT also offers an

Interactive

Interface, wherein AT&T

representatives

can dial in and create,

modify,

or update AT&T customer

information .

SWBTwas required to

provide

this interface because SWBT

uses

an equivalent capability to

administer

its own records in near

real-fine.

AT&T has the option of

line
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AT&Ts staternent thatSWBTwill
remove data from the database Is no
longer accurate . When a customer
changes service providers from
SWBT to AT&T, SWBT will not
automatically delete the information
from LIDB . SWBT will make two
changes to the LIDB record to reflect
that the record is in transition . SWBT
will then release the security block
from the account and set the LVAS
information to their default status.
AT&T must then claim the account
through one of Its SMS Interfaces,
enter the customer-specific
infomation it dashes (including its
Identiflcaton as the new account
owner) and then instruct LVAS to
update the record in LIDB. If,
however, AT&T delays taking
possession of the account, SWBT will
delete the record. Otherwise, other
companies querying LIDB will relay on
outdated or possibly Inaccurate
Information on which to make their
own service declaims .

AT&T mischaractedzes the
information needed to populate a tine
record in LIDB as belonging to only
three data elements . LIDB data
elements do not disappear B not
populated with information . Instead,
they either take on defaultvalues or
create an update error. Such
misinformation can cause other
service providers to make incorrect
business decisions (deny an
alternately billed call request that

tine Parity - 22
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should have been allowed) or provide
Inferior service (allow an alternately
billed call that should have been
denied). AT&Tsreference to OBFis
premature. OBFhas not finalized its
guidelines nor hasOBFaddressed all
the LIDB data elements needed to
populate a complete line record .

Even if OBF had completed its
recommendation, an OBFguideline is
not a requirement that SWBT enter
Into a particular line of business .
Whet AT&T demands is that SWBT
create e new service offering, one not
required by the FCC or the Telecom
Act.

AT&T also proposes text that appears
to have nothing whatsoever to do with
the Issue ofdata administration (listed
as 9.X in the AT&T languagecolumn).
This text acknowledges the fact that
database messages identify the party
originating a query based on the
network owner of the switch platform
that launched the query. For
example, IfAT&T uses SWBTs
Operator Service (OS) platform to
perform operator services, that
platform launches a query on AT&Ts
behalf, every network element that
encounters the query, on every
network in the nation, will think that
SWBT launched the query. The
Industry has not yet selected ameans
of Identifying service providers who
reside on another company's
switching platform . Therefore, when
AT&T uses SWBTsOS platform to
launch LIDB queries, those queries
will be identified is SWBTsLIDB as

UneParity-23
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7 . Maintenance: Automated testing

SWBT Statement ofIssue:

Should SWBT provide AT&T with the
testing capabilities only currently
available on SWBT retail and resale
services?

AT&T Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT provide AT&T with
automated testing ofthe switch port?

Yes. AT&T, like SWBT should be
able to test the loop using automated
testing through the switch port .
SWBT's "business decision' to treat
all UNE elements as designed
services precludes the option of
automated testing . Not only does this
cause the service Interruption noted
above, it also disadvantages AT&T
customers in terms ofspeed of
response to troubles . Automated
testing through MLT ensures that a
quick response can be given to
service options. Manual testing with
SARIS requires that a technician set
up the test, causing unnecessary
work and delays in testing .

Further, the Missouri Commission has
ordered that when AT&T orders local
bops from SWBT,. it can order loops

Attachment B

11.X Cross connects to the cage
associated with unbundled local bops
are available with or without h
automated testing and monitorng
capability. IfAT&T uses its own
testing and monitoring services,
SWBT will treatAT&T test reports as
Its own for purposes of procedures
and nine Intervals for clearing trouble
reports . When AT&T orders a switch
port, or local loop and switch port
In combination . SWBT will, at
AT&Ts reaueat, provide automated
loop testing Ihrounh the Local
Switch rather than Install a tooo
test point .

SWBTodginating queries.
Additionally, when the query is
directed to a foreign LIDB, Brat LIDS
owner will also think that SWBT
generated the query and big SWBTfor
the database access . Since no
network in the nation can identify
AT&T as the true query originator,
SWBT cannot directly bill AT&T for
those queries. Instead. SWBT will
use its OS pricing to recover the cost
of AT&T's LIDB usage under these
circumstances .

SWBT does not propose any alternate
text to AT&T . SWBTand AT&T haw
already agreed to language on how
SWBT will provide the SIAS interfaces
that give AT&T unbundled, equivalent
access to LVAS .

The type of testing being requested by
AT&T Is not currently available In
SWBTs network for unbundled
network elements.

As the Sa circuit found, SWBT must
provide access on an unbundled
basis to its 'existing network-not to e
yet unbuilt superior one p . 144 .

SWBT Is currently exploring
developing MILT capabilities for Its
toolbar application .

SWOT proposes the following
language :

Crossconnects to the cage
associated with unbundled local loops
areavailable with or without
automated testing and monitoring
capability. IfAT&T uses its own
testing and monitoring services,
SWBT will treat AT&T test reports as
Its own for purposes ofprocedures
and nine Intervals for clearing trouble
reports.

Une Parity - 24



8.

	

Combinations of Element. Services
and Facilities

SWBTStatement of Issue :

Can AT&T require SWBT to connect or
combine its tariffed services with its
unbundled network elements?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

MaySWBT restrict AT&T from

IV. UNE PARITY
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with and witout automated testing .
Again. SWBT attempts to limit the
Intent ofthe order by faking a very
narrow reading of the order.

SWBT agrees that when AT&T
wishes to combine an unbundled local
loop with its own facilities, it has no
need for SWBT to provide automated
testing . AT&T will supply its own loop
testing in those circumstances .
However, in cases where AT&T
orders a switch port, or a local loop
and switch port In combination, SWBT
holds fast to their "business decision
to insert SMAS testing points, rather
than using the more efficient MLT
testing system that is an integral part
of the switch port.

To obtain access to loop and switch
combinations at parity with SWBT
Itself, and to receive full functionality
of the switch itself. AT&T should be
able to specify that those
combinations will continue to be
tested through the local switch's
remote testing capability, rather then
through installation ofa loop cross
connect test point.
No . In negotiations, SWBT has taken
the position that, under the Act, AT&T
may notcombine or connect UNEs to
access services or tarifed services
provided by SWBT. This constitutes a
restriction on AT&Tsuse of UNEs,
creates inefficient networks, end
should be rejected by the
Commission .

Section 251(cX3) of the Act requires
SWBT to provide access to

Attachment 8

2.X AT&T maycombine any
unbundledNetwork Element with
any other element equipment or
facility In Its network, without
restriction or limitations,
reaardless ofwhether that other
element equipment or facility b
owned or managed by AT&T. for
the provlalon by AT&T ofa
telecommunkaHons servlao.

AT&Ts proposal is without meritfor
several masons . First, under Section
251(cX3) of the Act. SWBT is required
only to provide access to UNEs; It is
not required to combine such
elements with tarifed services.
Second, AT&T's proposal is another
thinly veiled attempt to establish a
competitive advantage for Itself
because It would be able to pay lower
UNE rates Instead of tarlifed rates.
Third, provision of fsriffad services In

SWBT proposes the following
language:

AT&T may combine any unbundled
Network Element with anyother
network element without restriction .
Unbundled Network Elements may
not be connected to or combined with
SWBT access services or other
SWBT terifed service offerings with
the exception of tarifed collocation
services.

Une Parity-25"..Mlo7



connecting or combining unbundled
network elements (UNEs) with access
services or tattled services?

unbundled network elements 1n a
manner that allows requesting carriers
to combine' such elementsIn order to
provide' a telecommunications
service . The FCC has held "that this
language bars incumbent LECs from
imposing limitations, restrictions, or
requirements on requests for, or the
sale or use of, unbundled network
elements that would impair the ability
of requesting carriers to offer
telecommunications services in the
manner that they intend .' FCC Order
al 1292 . Further, the Missouri
Commission, in Its 12111/96 order,
ruled (p . 13) that " . . .there shag be no
restrictions or limitations on LSP use
of UNEs .'

SWBTs position is contrary to the Act
and the FCC Order. TheAct permits
CLECs, Including AT&T, to use UNEs
without restriction, however they
deem appropriate to provide a
telecommunications service . To take
one example, a CLEC may purchase
an unbundled DSt loop and cross-
connect that bop to SONET facilities
purchased out of the STN tariff.
Through this combination the CLEC
can provide private line service to a
customer. Nothing in the Act
authorizes orjustifies SWBTs attempt
to foreclose such combinations .
Under the Act, AT&T must be able to
combine unbundled elements in many
different ways in order to meet the
needs of its end usercustomers.
AT&T should have the ability to
combine access services and tariffed
services with unbundled elementsfor
its local customers just as SWBT can

IV. UNE PARITY
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conjunction with UNEs could be
Inconsistent with the underlying tariffs,
e practice which is prohibited by this
Commission and by the Act.

SWBTwill provide UNEs separately
for a separate cost-based charge,
without restrictions, in compliance with
Sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d) of the
Act .

	

It will not place restrictions on
what UNEs may be purchased and
reconfigured for AT&T . Similarly,
SWBTwill provide UNEs for AT&T to
use with Its own facilities . However,
SWBT Is not obligated to, and will not,
combine UNEs with tariffed services
for AT&T.

It is clear, under Section 251(cX3) of
the Act, that SWBT is required only to
provide 'nondiscriminatory access to
network elements on an unbundled
basis.' While SWBT does not here
challenge the Commissions previous
decision that AT&T should be allowed
to order and use unbundled network
elements without restriction. There is
no requirement In the Act extending
such an obligation to the combination
of network elements with network
services . See also 47 C.F.R . §
51.307 (1997) .

	

Under these rules,
UNEs are to be offered separately
and for a separate charge. SWBT
has designed Its UNE offerings,
developed ordering and other
operational support systems and
performed the requisite cost studies,
all based upon this fundamental
concept of unbundling, which
Congress clearly Intended In Section
251(cX3) of the Act.

This paragraph does not limitAT&Ts
ability to permit IXCs to access l1LS
for the purpose ofterminating
interLATA and intral-ATA access
traffic or limit AT&Ts ability to
originate Interl-ATA or inhal-ATA calls
using ULS consistentwith Section 5
of this attachment. Further, when
customized routing is used by AT&T,
pursuant to section 5.2 .4 of this
Attachment, AT&T may direct local,
local operator services, and local
directory assistance traffic to
dedicated transport whether such
transport is purchased through the
access tariff or otherwise .

Una Party-26
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provide access and other tarilled
services for its local customers.

AT&T has proposed contract
language that would recognize Its
unqualified right to combine UNEs
with other equipment and facilities,
whether owned or managed by AT&T
or third parties, for the provision of a
telecommunications service . AT&Ts
proposed language should be
included in the contract because it is
consistent with the Act and will
provide for implementation of the
network unbundling previously
ordered by the Missouri PUC without
unnecessary disputes .

The language in Section 251(cx3) of
the Act encompassesSWBTs duties
only regarding network elements; it
does not Impose any requirement to
combine these elements with
services . Elements can thus be
thought of as "pieces- of the network .
In contrast, a lariffed
`telecommunications service' is
defined in Section 153(43) of the Act
to mean the "offering of
telecommunications," which is defined
in Section 153(46) of the Act to
involve the 'transmission of
Information . Because of these
distinctions. AT&T has no statutory
basis to require that SWBT combine
or connect UNEs with tariRed
services .

Under the Act, LSPs like AT&T are
given unfettered access to LEC
services available for resale and to
network elements . However,
Congress clearly intended that LECs
provide network elements under
requirements and pricing structures
that are different from those applying
to services for resale . Compere
Section 251(cX3) with Section
251(cx4) of the Act. Availability of
UNEs and resale services does not
give AT&T the right to use the lower.
priced network elements as e
surrogate for obtaining the otherwise
higher-priced network services for
ressle . Permilfing AT&T to combine
UNEs with tariBed services would
allow it to 'cherry-pick' the most
advantageous rates. Nordoes the
availability of UNEs and the
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availability of service resale
opportunities giveAT&T the right to
compel SWBT to bundle network
elements with laritred services .
Indeed, In the Interconnection Order
atQ 341, the FCC refused to permit an
LSP, like AT&T, to offer "a
combination of unbundled elements
and services available for resale ."

When SWBT developed end obtained
approval for the rates, terms and
conditions in the tariffed services that
AT&T now wants available for
combination with UNEs. SWBT
neither contemplated nor accounted
for such configurations. The tariffs
simply do not address provision ofthe
related service in combination with
UNEs . Such arrangements could be
inconsistent with the tariff
requirements In this Commissions
rules and in the Act. See, 47 U.S .C .
§ 203 (1997).

SWBT can prohibit AT&T from
connecting or combining UNEs with
its tari fed services. Under Section
251)cX3) of the Act, SWBT Is required
to provide access to UNEs ; it is not
required to combine unbundled
network elements (i .e . . "places ofthe
network') with tariffed network
services . Instead, SWBT only is
required to provide UNEs separately
for a separate cost-based charge,
without restriction. While the Act
permits AT&T to order and use UNES
In any combination that it deems
appropriate for the provision of
service, there is no requirement
extending such an obligation to the

Une Parity -28
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9. Maintenance: Forward-looking
Testing Systems

SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should SWBT be required to perform for
AT&T what it does not performed for
Itself and dictate to SWBT when It must
develop new standards and deploy new
test systems?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should AT&T be informed when SWBT
Introduces new test systems? Should
they be allowed access to such

Yes . Proposed Section 3.X allows
AT&T the opportunity to negotiate with
SWBT should new upgrades to
existing test systems be developed .
SWBT must provide parityof
systems ; especially when those
systems directly affect the quality of
service provided to the end user. This
is a reasonable, limited measure to
provide some assurance that SWBT
wig not abandon a system that is less
capable for an upgraded testing
system, yet force AT&T to remain on
the less capable test system . AT&Ts
request is reasonable and therefore,
Mrs tsnguege stautd bs accepted .

Attachment tl

3.X SWBT aoroes to notify AT&T of
upgradesto exlsting test"stems
and the deployment of new test
items within SWBT and to
negotiate with AT&T to allow AT&T
to use such systems through a
controlled Interface.

combination ofnetwork elements wtM
tariffed network services . 47 U.S.C.
§251(cX3) (1997); 47 C.F.R . §51 .307
(1997) .

There is no evidence in this
proceeding that prohibiting AT&Tfrom
combining UNEs with tariffed services
would impair its ability to provide a
competitive local telecommunications
service . Indeed, AT&Ts strategy is
transparent . It wants to exploit price
arbitrage by picking and choosing the
most favorable piece parts ofSWBTs
tariffed services to combine with
UNEs, while circumventing the terms
and conditions ofthe tariffs .

For the foregoing reasons, AT&Ts
request must be dented.

The Commission should adopt
SWBTs language and reject that of
AT&T.

No. SWBT Is entitled to run Its own
network operations . Of course,
SWBT has a vested interest in
ensuring that the Public Switched
Network continues to run etgciantly
end trouble-free . However it is
unreasonable for AT&T to dictate to
SWBT when It must develop new
standards and deploy new test
systems .

(SWBTopposes Inclusion ofAT&T
language .)
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systems?

10 . Maintenance : Automated testing
through EBI?

SWBT Statement of Issue.

Should SWBT be required to perform for
AT&T what it does not perform for Itself?

AT&T Statement of Issue ;

Should AT&T have the capability to
Interactively Initiate and receive test
results?

11 . Performance Dala

Yes. SWBT has agreed to work with
AT&T to create four out of five
capabilities through electronic
bonding . It has refused to provide the
capability to initiate and receive test
results in the future, much in the same
way that it currently refuses to provide
automated leading through MLT today
(Issue 7 above) . AT&T should have
the capability to provide online testing
to its end users for the same services
that SWBT provides such testing to Its
end users . By refusing to agree to
this language, SWBT seeks to
perpetuate the deficiency it seeks to
create in AT&Ts use ofUNEs.

Yes . In order to consistently deliver

Attechment6: UNE

5.X SWBT will perform testing
through the Local Switching element
for AT&T customers in the same
manner and frequency that It performs
such testing for Its own customers for
an equivalent service.

Attachment6 : Maintenance

3 .X SWBT and AT&T agree towork
together to develop new or modify
existing standards for Phase II of EBI
(specific date by which said
development is to be completed to be
jointly agreed upon) which will provide
AT&T the following capabilities,
Including, but not limited to : I

a) performing feature and line option
verification and request corrections;

b) performing network surveillance
(e .g ., performance monitoring) ;

c) Initiating and receiving tea_ t
results ;

d) receiving Immediate notification of
missed appolnbnents ;

e) Identifying existing cablefailures
(by cable and pair numbering).
Attachment e

No . At the present time SWBT's
operations support systems do not
have this ability to perform
mechanized loop testing of unbundled
elements, nor do the Electronic
Communications Implementation
Committee (ECIC) standards permit
requesting and receivng tests through
EBI . To slmplify the matter, SWBTs
systems do not have the ability to
interface with AT&Ts systems in
order to receive requests for testing or
to transmit test results through EBI .
However, SWBT is willing to consider
a request by AT&T to develop this
type oftesting capability.

SWBT Is willing t supply sufficient

SWBT proposes the following
language :

SWBT will perform testing through the
Local Switching element forAT&T
customers in the same manner and
frequency that it performs such testing
for its own customers.

This Issue agreed to M Texas, should
we oppose or not?

SWBTproposes the following

Una Parity-30
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SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should AT&T be allowed to require
SWBT to perform numerous unique,
expensive, performance measurements
for AT&T.

AT&T Statement of Issue :

Should the contract incorporate specific
UNE performance measurement
requirements, developed with industry
Input, so that the parties are able to
determine whether the elements
provided toAT&T perform al parity with
the elements provided by SWBT to other
LSPs and to itself?

IV. UNE PARITY
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the level of service that AT&T will offer
to customers, AT&T must have
reliable performance measurements
from SWBT.

AT&T has proposed to Incorporate
specific performance measurements
being developed by the Local
Competition User's Group (LCUG), an
industry group that includes
competitive local exchange carriers
and prospective local service
providers . The supplier quality
measurements developed by LCUG
Include measurements ofnetwork
performance parity (e .g., subscriber
loop loss, signal to noise ratio, dial
lone delay, post dial delay),
unavailability of network elements
(e.g ., ratio of minutes loop unavailable
to total minutes), and performance of
individual networkelements (e.g ., post
dial delay for calls routed to CLEC
OS/DA platforms) . Use of the LCUG
criteria will provide AT&T with
reasonable means to determine that
SWBT is meeting its commitment to
provide elements that 'provide the
CLECS with at least the same level of
service it provides itself (12/11/96
award page 47).Using the LCUG
criteria also will address SWBTs
concern that It not be required to
measure different performance criteria
for different LSPs; these criteria
should provide performance data that
will be responsive to the needs of
LSPs generally .

2 .X SWBT and AT&T will loinfly
define perfornhance data Consistent
with that provided by SWOTb
other LSPs, that la to be provided
monthly to AT&Tto measure
whether unbundled Network
Elements are provided al least
equal In quality and performance to
that which SWBT provides to itself
and other LSPs . Such performance
data will be defined by the Parties
no later than ninety (901 days from
the effective date of this Agroement
or a date mutually aameable by the
Parties.
The performance data to be
measured will be accordlna to the
Supplier Performance Metrics In
sxordance with the Local
Compe6tlve User Group (LCUG)
recommendations, and any such
future LCUG revisions, which
Includes but is not limited to
network elements, praorderlria
and provisioning . maintenance.
billlna, operatorservleW directory
assistance, as Incorporated herein
tothis Agreement These
performance measurements will be
measured and reported to AT&T on
a monthly basis by Sill for both
AT&T customers and SWBT
customers . The Parties will review
the measures three months after
AT&Ts, first purchase of a SWBT
network element to determine If (it
the Information meets the needs of
the Partes and (2) the information
can be aethered in an accurate and
timely manner. SWBTwill not be
held accountable forperformance

performance measurements to AT&T. language :

At AT&Ts request, SWBT will: (1)
maintain date that compares the
Installation Intervals end
malntenence/service response times
experienced by AT&Ts customers to
those experienced by SWBT
customers and the customers of other
LSPs ; and (2) provide the
comparative data to AT&T on a
regular basis . SWBT will not levy a
separate charge for providing this
information . Additionally, SWBTand
AT&Twill jointly define performance
data to be provided to AT&Tto
measure whether unbundled Network
Elements are provided at least equal
in quality and performance to that
which SWBT provides to Itself and
other LSPs . Such performance date
will be defined by the Parties. The
Parties will review the measures three
months after AT&Ts first purchase of
a SWBT network element to
determine If (1) the Information meets
the needs ofthe Parties and (2) the
Information can be gathered in an
accurate and timely manner. SWBT
will not be held accountable for
performance comparisons based on
the data unfit after the three month
review or longer as the Parties may
agree .

Una Parity _ 31
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12. Performance Measurements :
Provisioning Intervals

SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should AT&T be allowed to require
SWBT to perform numerous unique,
expensive(?) performance
measurements for AT&T.

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT be required to meet
reasonable provisioning requirements
that will ensure parity and provide e
single set of standards that can be used
for all UNE purchasers?

Yes . The Local Competition Users
Group (LCUG) has developed a set of
reasonable performancemetrics to be
expected when ordering Unbundled
Network Elements . These
performance metrics are in most
cases the same as those SWBT
provides itself for equivalent services.

comparisons based on the data
anal after the three month review
or lonaer as the Parties martEsuree

Attachment 7 : O&P

9.X SWBT will provide AT&T with
the provisioning Intervals as
currently outlined In the LCUG
Service Quality Measurements
document, or as may be revised
from time to time .

Attachment 8 : Maintenance

2.X SWBT will provide maintenance
for all unbundled Network Elements
end Combinations ordered under this
Agreement at levels equal to the
maintenance provided by SWBT in
serving its end user customers foran
eJr uWelent service , and will meet the
requirements set forth in this
Attachment . Such maintenance
requirements will Include, without
limitation, those appllcablerlo lasting
end network management. For
maintenance ofUNE end UNE
combinations. for example, loop
end switch port the service must
be supported by all the
fundlonalMes provided to Swers
local exchange service customers.
This will Include butIs not limited
to . MLT testing. dispatch
scheduling, and real Nme repair
commitments. The maintenance to
support these services will be
provided in an efficient manner
which meets or exceeds the
performance mofcs SWBT
achieves when. providing the

SWBT Is willing to supply sufficient
performance measurements to AT&T .

Attachment 7 : O&P

SWBT proposes the following
language :

SWBT will provide AT&Twith the
provisioning intervals as specified
below :

Attachment 8: Maintenance

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)
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13 . Performance Measurements .
Network Oulaaes

Should AT&T be allowed to require
SWBT to perform numerous unique,
expensive(?) performance
measurements for AT&T .

Should SWBT provide to AT&T
performance measurements for network
outages compered between equivalent
services (e .g . SWBT POTS customer vs .
AT&T POTS customer served via UNE)?
Also should SWBT provide to AT&T 'out
of service' performance measurements
that affect AT&Tcustomers?

Yes, SWBT should treat AT&T
customers served via UNEs in the
same manner that they treat their
customers for an equivalent service .
AT&T would be at a competitive
disadvantage ifSWBT did not provide
the same performance for
maintenance toAT&T UNE customers
that Its provides 0s own end users for
an equivalent service.

14 . Access to Eguipment to Allow AT&T

	

This group of Issues concern various

	

Attachment &
to utilize Full Functionality of UNEs

	

I types of equipment that AT&T

8.X For network outages other than
emergency outages, the following
performance measurements will be
taken with respect to restoration of
Unbundled Network Elements and
Combinations service :

See Exhibit B attached.

B.X The above performance
measurements will be measured and
reported to AT&T on a monthly basis
by SWOT for both AT&T customers
end SWBT customers for an
equivalent service. If the quality of
service provided to AT&T customers
based on these measurements is less
than that provided to SWBT
customers for three consecutive
months, or if the average quality of
service for a six month period is less
than that provided to SWBT
customers, AT&T may request a
service improvement meeting with
SWBT .

SWBT is willing to supply sufficient

	

I (SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
performance measurements to AT&T

	

language .)

See also Issues IV 1b and 1c. SWBT proposes the following
language :

Une Parity.33
10/2)9

I,



a. Optical Multiplexing and DCS
capability

SWBT Statement of Issue:

How is SWBT required to provide AT&T
with additional, non specific multiplexing/
demultiplexing capabilities?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should the Agreement provide AT&T
with access to optical multiplexing and
DCScapability on the same basis SWBT
provides to Itself?

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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believes are part of UNEs, to which
the Commission ordered AT&T to
have access . SWBT takes a far more
limited view and seeks to 'fence Or
portions of its network from required
unbundling; instead it may, in some
cases, offer these items as a
"business decision", but not al
TELRIG prices .

a. Yes. Access to optical
multiplexing and DCS capability
allows AT&Taccess to SWBTs
forward looking SONETtechnology.
The denial ofthis supplement to AT&T
constitutes a refusal to allow full
functionality to the dedicated transport
element, which the Commission
orderedSWBT to unbundle.
AT&T has proposed contract
language that would provide AT&T
with the ability to useSWBT optical
multiplexing facilities as part of
dedicated transport, equivalent to
SWBTs ability to use those facilities
for the provision of
telecommunications services . SWBT
has opposed that language and
asserted that multiplexing facilities are
not partof any network element.
SWBT maintains that it has no
obligation under the Act to offer AT&T
or other CLECsaccess to
multiplexing. During negotiations,
AT&T offered to provide specific
requirements regarding the types of
multiplexing required, butSWBT
steadfastly maintained its position that
it would not offer optical multiplexing
al all, except under Special Request
'ICB' pricing, making discussion of
specific requirements a moot point

B.x SweTnfuprovide
multiplexfngrdemulUplexlng for Voice
Gradem DS1 andDS1 to DS3
conversions. SW13Twill provide all
tecimically feasible Hoes of
multiplexlno I demul6plexina and
aroomlna on the same basis as is
available to SWBT for the purpose
of providina telecommunications
service.

8.X AT&Twillpayrates and charges
for Voice Grade to DS1 andDSf to
DS3 multiplexing and demulOplexing
that are in addition to Dedicated
Transportrates and charges. These
charges are shown in Appendix
Pricing- UNE- Schedule ofPrices
labeled Multiplexing'. The
muflbletdnd Idemullideadna and
aroombiuassociated with oDSpd
muMplexlnd Is Included In the optical
Interoffice dedicated transportprice.

It .X AT&T mayuse the DC§ to
direcay access and control A`r&Ts 45
Mbps or 1.644 Mbps facilities or
unbundled Dedicated Transport,
subtending channels, and Intenxxfai
Facilities (the facilities that connect a
DCSIn one central office with a DCS
In another central office) . DCS
devices will perform 313, 1/3, and 10
type functions. Where DCSdevices
areSONETcapable and will
terminate SONETslanals, SWBT
will make such SONETcapabill8ea
available to AT&T to the extent
technically feasible and to the
extent such capabllHy to avdlabls
to SYVBTfor He we In providina

AT&T proposes language enfilling it to
order additional
multiplexlngldemultiplexing . SWBT is
willing toconsider requests for
additional types of 'muting' under the
Special Request procedure set out In
the Interconnection Agreement.
Muxing will be offered at rates which
recover the costs of each request.
However, because these installations
will vary considerably as to their
functionality and capacity, no generic
rate can be set. Each installation
must be priced on a individual case
basis.

Thevague language proposed by
AT&Tdoes not take Into consideration
the need to evaluate the different and
varied kinds ofInstallations that could
be requested. Accordingly, the AT&T
language is Inappropriate. It is simply
unfair and unrealistic to bind SWBT to
a broad end unspecified obligation
without the companion obligation to
pay for the installation ordered. This
kind of ambiguity Is unwise because It
could very easily lead to future
disputes about the scope ofSWBTs
duties .

Finally, AT&T Is quite vague about
what kind of muxing It wig require .
SWBT Is willing to offer Voice Grade
to DS1 andDSI to DS3muxing . See
Attachment 6,118.2.1 .5.2. SWBT is
willing to consider requests for
additional types, but AT&T needs to
specify exactly what it wants.

SWBT has offeredspecific forms of

SWBT will provide
mulliplexing1demWtiplexing for Voice
Grade to DS1 andDS1to DS3. Other
types of multiplexingldemultiplexing
are available through the Special
Request Process.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

AT&T will pay rates and charges for
Voice Grade to DS1 and DS1 to DS3
multiplexing and demulliplexing that
are in addition to Dedicated Transport
rates and charges. These charges
are shown in Appendix Pricing - UNE
- Schedule of prime labeled
Multiplexing'.

SWBT opposes Inclusion of AT&T
language .
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SWBT has agreed to offer electronic
multiplexing but Is unwilling to offer
access to optical multiplexing et party
with its own access to such facilities .
SWBT has offered no more than
uncertain and discriminatory access
to such facilities through a special
request process .

Multiplexing is required to interconnect
unbundled local loops or lower
bandwidth dedicated transport to
higher bandwidth dedicated transport.
Multiplexing is necessary to take
advantage ofeconomies of scale of
higher bandwidth transport. DCS
equipment performs both multiplexing
and grooming functions .

SWBTs position is contrary to the Act
and would denyAT&T the ability to
Implement contractually the
nondiscriminatory access to
unbundled Interoffice transport that
the Missouri Commission ordered .
Multiplexing and DCS equipment
certainly meets the regulatory
definition of a network element as a
'facility or equipment used in the
provision ofa telecommunications
service ." 47 C.F.R . §51.5.
Multiplexing end DCS equipment are
a part ofthe transmission facilities
between SWBT switches and wire
centers, or between such SWBT
locations and those ofother carriers .
As such, it forms pert of the element
identified by the FCC as "interoffice
transmission facilities, one of the
elements ordered unbundled by the
Missouri Commission . 47 C.F.R. §
61.319(d). SWBTs refusal to provide

multiplexing required by the FCC end
additional multiplexing now generally
available on SWBTs system.

SWBT has also offered additional
forms ofmultiplexing under the
"special request" provisions of the
contract . As pointed out in SWBTs
Initial Comments, SWBT cannot be
more specific as to these additional
forms until it knows exactly what kind
of multiplexing AT&T needs .

SWBT does not believe that optical
multiplexers or DCS are appropriately
classified as a part of the interoffice
dedicated transport UNE . In addition,
SWBT believes that the provisioning
of optical multiplexers as demanded
by AT&T constitutes virtual collocation
since the equipment must be
dedicated to AT&T end can not be
used or shared by SWBT or other
LSPs .

In the case of large capacity transport
requirement that Justify the use of
optical transport, the large variation in
the type of Input circuits make it
unreasonable to require SWBT to
develop a price model that will
properly determine the costs for all

locations . For instance, an Interoffice
transport that is delivered to SWBTs
multiplexer as a single OC3 circuit will
have significantly different costs from
that of three DS3 circuits or DSi
circuits . However, each of these
combinations, with the same capacity,
could be transported on the same
interoffice facility after being

SWBT opposes inclusion ofAT&T
language .

Une Parity-36
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ConnedSystem (DCS) as pert of
the unbundled dedicated transport
element with the same functionality
that is offered to interexchange
carriers, or additional functionality as
the Parties may agree .
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AT&T access to multiplexing and
DCS facilities that SWOT uses to
provide local service in Missouri
today violates the Acfs requirement
that It provide access to unbundled
network elements on terms that are
just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory .

Since AT&T learned of SWBTs
position that it has no obligation under
the Act to offer access to multiplexing,
it has presented that issue to two
stale commissions . Both the Kansas
and Arkansas Commissions have
rejected SWBTs position and
confirmed that SWBT must provide
multiplexing as pert of dedicated
transport.
In Kansas, the Arbitrator found that
'SWBT is required to provide all
technically feasible types of
multiplexing, demultiptexMg,
grooming, DCS bridging, broadcast,
test and conversion features to the
extent such services and features are
available to SWBT.' AT&TSWBT
Kansas Arbitration Orderat 45; see
also AT&TISWBT Arkansas
Arbitration Order at 31 . Similarly, the
state Commissions in Oklahoma and
Kansas have found that SWBT is to
offer DCS SONET capability as
captured in the AT&T language at
right .

AT&Ts proposed contract language
provides AT&T with no more access
to multiplexing than the access that
SWBT provides to Itself for similar
purposes . AT&Ts language should

multiplexed in a ADM.

SWBTs proposed contract wording
offers to develop rates for additional
types of multiplexing through the
Special Request Process.

AT&T's proposed language for
paragraphs 8.2 . 1 .6 .1 and 8.2 .1 .5.2 be
rejected and that SWBTs proposed
language offering other types of
multiplexing through the Special
Request Process be adopted. This
will allow proper costs recovery since
the cost in each instance will be
based upon the actual type of
multiplexing required . AT&T's
proposed language appears to be a
bundling of network elements, rather
than an unbundling of those elements .

Una Partly-38
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14 . Access to Eauipmenl to Allow AT&T
to Utilize Full Functionality of UNE

b. Input/Output Port

Should AT&T have access to
capabilities such as voice mail
capability requiring InputfOutput
switching ports?

IV. UNE PARITY
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be accepted in order to Implement
nondiscriminatoryaccess to
unbundled dedicated transport.

Yes. the language in Section 5 of
Attachment 6 defines certain local
switching portsthat SWBT will make
available to AT&T and which are
priced on Appendix Pricing UNE -
Schedule ofPrices. The language In
that Section further provides that
AT&T mayrequest additional port
types through the Special Request
process.

This structure is acceptable to AT&T
so long as it has reasonable
assurance that the parties have
Included in the 'standard' ports a
complete list ofthe ports necessary to
utilize the switching functionality that
will meet its prgected needs for the
life ofthe contract.

During recent negotiations AT&T
requested thatSWBT Include
'InpuVoutpur ports in the list of ports
available under Attachment 6 without
special request. Third-party voice
mail providers use e type of
Inputfoutput port called an 'SMDI' port
to make voice mail functions available
through local switching. Not all
switches, however, use the name
'SMDI'for the portthatprovides Ws
functionality. Accordingly, AT&T has

No. AT&T demands that SWBT
Include contract wording that provides
unlimited access to input and output
ports on central office switches with
no consideration to the cost or use of
such ports. In its arguments
supporting the proposed contract
wording AT&T discusses its need for
Simplified Message Desk Interface
('SMDI') . However, the requested
contract wording Is much more broad
and encompasses many more types
of access ports to the switch. SMDI
provides an Enhanced Service
Provider ('ESP') client delivery of
originating call information from the
network, as well as allowing network
receipt of Message Waiting Indication
activation and deactivation messages
from the ESP.

SWBT offers this as terifed services
caged Subscriber Line Information
('Sit') and Network Subscriber
information Interface. The service Is
used by voice mall service providers
to activate the stutter dial lone on a
client's line when a message has
been received In the customer's voice
mall box. It Is also used to remove
fire stutter dial tone when the
message ties been retrieved. The

SWBT proposes the following
language :

AT&T mayrequest additional port
types from SWBT through the Special
Request process.



14 . Access to Equipment to Allow AT&T
to Utilize Full Functionality of UNEs

c. Switch Ca abili

SWBT Statement of Issue:

MayAT&T dictate to SWBT howSWBT
should run its business and obtain
SWBTsproprietary switch and software

IV. UNE PARITY
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proposed that the contract recognize
the more generic "Input/output port'

This functionality is available to SWBT
for use In providing voice mail service
to its local customers. Parity requires
that it be available to AT&T as well .
AT&T should not have to specify the
name of every type of port that SWBT
may have in its network, matching the
arcane labels employed by various
switch vendors, in order to obtain the
full functionality of local switching.
SWBT should be required to provide
the inpuffoutput port without special
request.

AT&T believes that, during the price
proceedings, the Commission may
have found that the cost of
input/output ports is already included
In the SWBT switching cost study. If
this is the case, then there should be
no additional charges for Input/output
port functionality .

Yes. Here, AT&T seeks to
differentiate its service and avail Itself
of the full functionality ofthe LINE
switching element, notjust those
features that SWOT currently provides
its customers. AT&T has proposed
contract language that will require
SWBT to provide it with a detailed list
of all services, features, functions and
capabilities of each local switch, by

Attachmente

3.X a list of all services end
festurea. functions and capabilities
of each switch by switch CLLI end
NPA NXXIncludina, but not limited
to, type of switching equipment
Installed version ofsoftware
generic. secured features,
identification of amLsofware or

service requires a port on the switch
and a data link to the ESP switch for
the signaling and a mulbTine hunt
group oflines for the voice messages.

AT&Ts contract language should be
rejected and that AT&T be directed to
use the Special Request process to
obtain the use of additional types of
ports on the switch . This will allow a
proper determination of the costs for
activating and using the ports. If the
Commission decides that this docket
should be extended to allow time for
the development ofadditional LINE
prices, then only the price for aSMDI
port and associated equipment and
data link should be developed rather
than a broad range of unidentified
types of ports that have different
configurations.

AT&Tcharacterizes this request as
being made 'during recent
negotiations" . However, AT&T only
raised this Issue during June 97
Texas negotiations. This Is aprime
example of howAT&Ts view that
everything was arbitrated in Case No.
TO-9740 and everything else Is free
in inaccurate .

No. AT&T has proposed language
which would require SWBT to provide
to AT&T upon request'a list of all
services and features, functions and
capabilities ofeach switch that SWBT
mayuse to provide a Local Switching
Element, by switch CLLI and NPA
NXX, including, but notlimited to, type
ofswitching equipment Installed,
version ofsoftware generic, secured

SWBT proposes the following
language:

A list of all services and features
activated and working for each switch
that SWBT mayuse to provide a
Local Switching Element, by swtich
CLLI andNPANXX Within ten (10)
business days after the Effective Date
of the Agreement, SWBTwill provide

tine Parity-38
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Information withoutany legitimate
business Justification?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should the Contract Require SWBT to
Provide AT&Twith Information on Switch
Capability that is available to SWBT?

switch CLLI and NPA NXX. SWBT
opposes providing Information about
any switch service or feature
capabilities that are not currently
activated and working.

SWBTs position again denies AT&T
full access to UNE functionality and
the information necessary to provide
competitive services to customers
through unbundled network elements .
SWBTs position is self-contradictory
and cannot be sustained. SWBT
complains (incorrectly) that the UNE
platform is 'sham unbundling" and
nothing more than resale service .
Then, when AT&T requests to include
a contract provision that is Important
to its ability to create services thatare
differentiated from the Incumbenrs,
SWBT resists . SWBTis wrong on
both counts . AT&T is entitled to know
what the capabilities of the unbundled
local switches are, so that it may plan
and design competitive services.
That Information Is available to SWBT .
It should be available to AT&T .
AT&Ts proposed language should be
accepted.

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

hardware constraintsor
enhancements. and ameans to
reliably correlate a customer
address with the date. Wlthln ton
Ita) business dam after the
Effective Date of this agreement,
SWBTwill provide AT&T an initial
electronic copy of this Information .
SWBT will provide complete
refreshes ofthis data to AT&T
electronically as changes are made
to the SWBT data base or as AT&T
may otherwise request. SWBTwill
send the Initial batch feed
electronically via the Network Data
Mover Network usina the
CONNECT: Direct protocol :

features, Identification of any software
or hardware constraints or
enhancements, and a means to
reliably correlate a customer address
witim time date. . . .' This Is yet another
example of AT&T dictating to SWBT
how it should run its business,
coupled with an effort to obtain
proprietary information regarding
SWBTs switch and its software .

SWBT has proposed similar language
which provides that SWBT would
provide AT&T with "a list of all
services and features activated and
working for each switch . . . .,' but that
does not include any requirement that
SWBT disclose to AT&T a list of all
services, features, functions and
capabilities ofeach switch. It is SWBT
position that this Information has no
bearing on the ordering and
provisioning of UNEs.

The agreed to language already
provides thatwhen ordering UNEs,
AT&T will have access to a pre-order
electronic gateway provided by SWBT
which will allow AT&T to "obtain
SWBT customer information, including
customer name, billing address and
residence or business address, billed
telephone numbers and features and
services available in the end office
where the customer is provisioned ."
AT&T does not need any other
information . Rather, LSPs, through the
preordering process, can reference
those retail features and services that
are available from SWBTs switch and
compare that with what features and
services are possible via UNEs under

AT&Tan initial electronic copyof this
Information . SWBT will provide a
complete update ofthe information to
AT&Telectronically on a quarterly
basis, or as AT&T may otherwise
request . IfAT&T requests more than
one update in any quarter, a charge
may apply for each such additional
request . The Parties agree to
negotiate in good faith whether and to
what extent such a charge should
apply .
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their Interconnection Agreement with
SWBT. To the extent that the LSP
desires a feature which Is not listed on
the retell availability list, SWBT will
Investigate the LSPs request on an
Individual customer basis to determine
if the feature is technically feasible
from that switch.

AT&T has not established any
legitimate justification for seeking the
requested information and it appears
that its underlying intent is to gain
access to SWBTsproprietary
information concerning its switches
and software . For these reasons, the
Commission should adopt SWBTs
proposed language and reject AT&Ts
proposed language.

14 . Access to Equipment to Allow AT&T Yes. During the life of the contract, Attachment8 No. SWBT has offered a special (SWBTopposes the inclusion of this
to Utilize Full Functionality of UNEs AT&T mayrequest an element that request process to allow AT&T to language without offering competing

has not been provided for under the 2.X WheneverAT&T submits the request new or modified network language .)
d. Expedited Special Request Agreement (i .e ., a request for Special Requestfor anyottha elements. That process has shorter

process unbundling some facility or followlna elements: Local Loop. and more specific time frames than
functionality not previously recognized (Local Switching: Tandem those required by the Act. In the 10

SWBT Statement of Issue: as a distinct unbundled element) . An Switching: OperatorServices and arbitration, the Commission found in
expedited process Is needed to fulfill Directory Assistance : Interoffice favor of SWBTs BFR process with

Canaschedule for arbitration ofdisputed those requests when the request Is for Trans~ -"G~Y~=hi1L~ Common limited changes. This Issue should
requests for unbundled network an element that exists in the network Transport andDedicated not be re-arbitrated here . Despite
elements be imposed on SWBT when it but is not priced . The language In Transport Slonalina and Call this, AT&T demands an even more
Is in conflict with that of the Act? Attachment 6, Section 2 describes a Related Databases: Operations expedited process. Under AT&Ts

"Special Request Process." The SupportSystems: andCross proposed language, the parties have
AT&T Statement of Issue: standard process providesfor a 30- Connects -andthe particular twenty (20) days to agree on the price

day preliminary feasibility unbundled Network Elements of an unpriced network element before
Should the special request process determination by SWBT; it then requested Is operational at the time arbitration can be demanded. The
provide reasonable procedures for provides an additional 60 days for of the request, but Is not greed arbitration hearing Is then to be held
expedited requests? developing a price quote and more under this Agreement, SWBT will within sixty (60) days after demand la

detailed description of how the provide aarm quote to AT&T for made . See General Temps and
request would be implemented. The that element within ten days Conditions .
process requires the Parties to set followin neat t ofAT&Ta
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'promptly" and to develop a quote "as
soon as feasible; but specifies only
the 30 and 60-day deadlines for action
by SWBT.

Pursuant to the 12196 Arbitration
Award, AT&T and SWBT have agreed
to contract language that applies to
this process and these time frames for
requests that are truly for "new
elements ." However, the Agreement
also refers other kinds of requests to
the Special Request Process, which
AT&T believes go beyond the types of
requests that the Commission
intended to cover in Its arbitration
award. . For a numberof the elements
that the PUC ordered to be unbundled
(e.g ., local loops), it became apparent
during prior negotiations that SWBT
was prepared only to offer certain
types on a standard basis. Thus,
Section 4.X of Attachment 6 provides
for a 2-wire analog loop, with end
without conditioning, a 4-wire analog
loop, and 2-wire (SRI) and 4-wire
(PRI)digital loops. Secbon4.X
provides that AT&T may request
additional loop types through the
Special Request Process. Other
provisions of the Agreement refer
other types ofrequests to this
process, including requests to modify
an element or requests to provide an
element performing with greater or
lesser quality then SWBT provides to
Itself.

The 90-day time frames provided for
processing specialwill not be
appropriate for some types of
requests, but will serve as an

request H the PwIles haw not
sureed to the pricewithin ten dew
thersafreither Party may submit
the matter fordispute resolution as
provided for in Attachment 1 :
Terns and Conditions.

The AT&T proposed dispute
resolution schedule is far too short.
SWBT will not agree to It, and SWBT
Is not required to accept an Arbitration
Schedule that is substantially shorter
than that mandated by the Act.
SWBT has a' . . . duty to provide, . .
nondiscriminatory access to network
elements on an unbundled basis . . .
on rates, terms and conditions that
are lust, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory in accordance . . .
with the requirements of this section
and section 252 of this title." 47
U.S.C . §251(cx3) (emphasis added) .
SWBT has no duty to provide
Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs)
on such a short schedule .
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anticompetiftve barrier. If AT&T
requests an element that is In place
and serving a SWBT customer wham
AT&Thaswon (e.g ., a bop that Is in
place end functions] but is not one of
the standard types priced under the
Agreement), there is no need for
feasibility analysis . All that requires
development is a price . Allowing an
extended time for "analysis" of the
request in these circumstances will
certainly delay delivery of AT&T
service to the end-user customer and
may well deny AT&T the opportunity
to win the customer .

AT&T has proposed language that
would require SWBT to provide a
price quote within 10 days of
receiving a request for an element that
is within one of the recognized
categories ofelements and is
operational at the time ofthe request.

SWBTs intended scope of application
for a Special Request Process did not
become apparent until post-hearing
Missouri Interconnection agreement
negotiations . Since that time AT&T
has presented these timing concerns
directly to the Arkansas, Kansas, and
Oklahoma Commissions . All ofthose
Commissions have found AT&Ts 10-
day price quote procedure to be
reasonable and have ordered the
parties to follow them . See Arkansas
Arbitration Order, February 28, 1997,
at p. 29-30 ("The time frame proposed
by AT&T appears to be reasonable
andSWBTs unwillingness to agree to
any schedule Is unreasonable.")
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15 . Blocking/Screening Requirements

SWBT Statement of Issue :

Should AT&T be required to pay for
special blocking/screening that they
request when using unbundled Local
switching?

AT&T Statementof Issue:

Should SWBT limit AT&Ts ability to
block 900/976 calls, long-distance calls,
and International calls for AT&T
customers served bySWBT UNEs?

AT&Ts proposed language should be
accepted in order that the Special
Request process does not deny
AT&T nondiscriminatory, just and
reasonable access to the network
elements that the PUCT has ordered
SWBT to unbundle .
No . The ability to block 900, 976,
long-distance, and international cells
are features commonly requested by
customers. AT&T and other new
entrants using UNEs should have
access to the some blocking and
screening functionalities that are
available to SWBT through its
switches and signalling systems.

SWBT provides these blocking and
screening capabilities to its own retail
customers by line class codes In Its
local switches . SWBT previously has
advised AT&T that it will notallow
UNE purchasers to use the blocking
and screening fine class codes that
SWBT uses for these functions .
Indeed, SWBT initially made a
business decision to offer only
twelve default line class codes to
UNEbased providers; those codes
did not Include any blocking or
screening capability. . When asked
why such a limited default set was
defined, SWBTs explained that this
was a 'business decision' to conserve
line class code resources and receive
compensation for work driven by their
decision to use these line class
codes. In negotiations, it has become
clear that the development of line
class codes for these features will
consume an inordinate amount of time
and money, similar to line prohibitive

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Customized Routing ofDirectory
Assistance and Operator Services
and/or any special blocking/screening
requirements, (e .g., 900 blocking, toll
restriction) associated with
customized routing will beprovided on
SWBT switches by December 31,
1997 . The schedule is dependent
upon the ability of SWBTs vendor to
meet Its current commitment ;
however, SWBTwill use its best
efforts to manage the vendor to meet
said date . Where AT&T orders
Customized Routing andfor any
special blocking/screening
requirements, (e .g ., 900 blocking, toll
restriction) such order must be placed
on a perclass of service basis In each
end office. Once available in
accordancewith the above, SWBTwill
fulfill initial orders for particular
Customized Routing arrangements
and/or any special blocking/screening
requirements, (e.g ., 900 blocking, toll
restriction) within 30 work days unless
the Parties agree otherwise . Where it
is not technically feasible to meet
Mrs requests through available
SWBT network resources, SWBT wig
advise AT&T within 15 working days
after order receipt.
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pricing for customized routing that
was based on line class code
methodology. AT&Ts ability to offer
these features to their customers
should not be impaired by SWBTs
internal business decisions.

SWBT has proposed that AT&T will
be required to order any call blocking
or screening requirements on a per
class of service basis, by end once,
when it uses unbundled local
switching. SWBT would require such
orders, regardless ofwhether AT&T
orders customized routing to its own
OSIDA platform from the affected
switch or whether AT&T uses SWBTs
OS/DA element associated with that
switch.

AT&Tunderstands that it mayneed to
address call blocking/screening
requirements as part of establishing
customized routing orders in those
limited instances, If any, where line
class code methodologywill be used
to providecustomized routing In an
end office . For switches where AIN
customized routing Is used, or where
AT&T does not request customized
routing for OSIDA, AT&T would
expect to receive the same range of
call screening and blocking
capabilities for Its customers that
SWBT provides to its customers out
of that same end office . AT&T should
not be required to place a special and-
office order for such capabilities,
unless it proposes to vary the
screening and blocking capabilities
from those that SWBT provides .

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Upon request by AT&T, SWBT will
provide blockingandMr screening
capabilities . These capabilities are
defined as 900/976 call blocking,
IDDD International call blocking and
toll denial . For resold lines or
unbundled Local Switching with
customized routing provided via Une
Class Codes (LCC), AT&T must
specifically request the
blocking/screening characteristics
required on its Customized Routing
Request. For resold lines and
unbundled switch ports provided via
SWBTsAIN platform, AT&T will be
provided listings of standard Line
Class Codes which Include the
desired blocking and that may be
utilized by AT&T. There will be no
special charges to AT&T for
blocking/screening except to the
extent that special Une Class Codes
must be built to accomplish the
request. This will be required for
resold lines with Customized Routing
via LCC because thereis no SWBT
LCCwhich can be shared . It will also
be required for unbundled switch ports
which must be built before SWBTs
AIN Customized Routing offering Is
available.

Attachment 7: O&P

SWBT proposes the folowing
language:

The Charge for Cell Blocking reflected
in Attachment 6, Appendix Pricing
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Regardless ofany ordering
requirements, AT&T should not be
required to pay any separate charges
associated with call screening and
blocking . These capabilities of the
SWBT switch, commonly used by it to
provide service to its customers,
should be included in the rates for
unbundled local switching . Blocking
900/970 calls today Is a basic service
that AT&T must be able to offer .
There is no justification for SWBTs
proposed blocking/screening charges.
In preparing for LINE Implementation,
SWBT developed a set of line class
codes to make available to LSPs who
order UNEs . It developed those
standard codes without opportunity for
input from LSPs . SWBT chose to
omit from its 'standard LINE line
class codes any call blocking or
screening capability. Here again
SWBT has designed a LINE
Infrastructure that places LSPs at a
competitive disadvantage.

SWBT also has disclosed that it uses
line class codes to accomplish certain
recording functions, e.g ., recording
associated with certain calling plans .
This functionality also should be
available to AT&T on a parity basis,
without separate charge, unlessAT&T
orders some type of recording not
used by SWBT.

SWBT has recently advised AT&T
that it will only have to order special
line class codes and that SWBTwill
only propose separate charges for
blocking and screening when AT&T

LINE - Schedule of Prices labeled
'Cell Blocking/Screening' under Local
Switching .
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uses line class code customized
routing . According to SWBT, the AIN
customized routing technology will
allow AT&Tand other LSPs to use the
same line class codes for blocking
and screening that SWBT uses for
itself. At this time, it is not clear how
many switches in Missouri will have to
use line class code customized
routing (such as some versions of
DMS technology switches) rather than
AIN technology .

	

Tothe extent that
AIN customized routing displaces
SWBTsplans to utilize line class
code customized routing, SWBTs
new position, if embodied In a
contractual commitment, has the
potential to resolve lilts Issue .
However� it Is not yetestablished or
agreed that AIN customized routing
will be available in all SWBT end
offices at cost-based prices, and that
the AIN solution will provide routing
capability to AT&T that is equivalent to
the routing capability to SWBT
through its local switches . However
these customized routing issues are
resolved, AT&T is entitled to access
to the blocking and screening
capabilities ofthe local switches at
parity with SWBT.

SWBT proposes special end-office
ordering requirements for call blocking
and screening capabilities should be
rejected, and AT&Ts contract
language providing that AT&T will pay
only applicable local switching
charges, unless it requires
blocking1screening or recording
capabilities that SWBTdoes not use
in providing services to Its customers,

IV. UNE PARITY
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16. Combining Elements

When AT&T orders combinations of
elements that are not interconnected
in the SWBT network at the time of
the order, should the contract provide
for SWBT to combine those
elements, based on SWBTs
determination not to permit AT&T
and other LSP technicians access to
SWBT network facilities that is equal
to the access available to SWBT
technicians?

should be adopted .

See related issue In Pricing Matrix V.
Yes. SWBT has stated, since the
Eighth Circuit decision, that it prefers
not to allow LSP technicians the same
type of access to SWBT network
facilities that SWBT technicians use to
connect network components for
SWBT customers . Rather, SWBT
has stated that it will continue, as it
had planned, to make such
connections between elements for
LSPs. Given SWBTs unwillingness
to provide nondiscriminatory access
for purposes of making connections,
SWBTs commitment to make those
connections itself is essential to its
provision of nondiscriminatory access
to unbundled network elements .
Accordingly, the requirement to make
these connections should be
Incorporated into the contract.

In its Iowa Utilities Boarddecision, the
Eighth Circuit vacated the subparts of
FCC Rule 61.316 that had required
ILECs to perform the functions
necessary to combine unbundled
network elements as requested by
competing carriers . In reaching this
decision, the Eighth Circuit stated its
assumption that the ILECs "would
rather allow entrants access to their
networks than have to rebundle the
unbundled elements for them .' Slip.
op. a t 141 .

In an August 1997 arbitration hearing
with AT&T In Texas, SWBT was
called upon to address the impact of
this Eighth Circuit ruling. During that

Attachment 7:

61 When AT&T orders elements
that are not currently
Interconnected and functional .
SWBT will connect the elements for
AT&T, except as follows : (a) If
AT&T requests that the elements
terminate In a collation space .
AT&T will be responsible for
maklno the connection : and (b) H
AT&T orders an unbundled NID for
connecilon to an AT&T loop, AT&T
will be responsible for connecting
the loop to the unbundled SWBT
RED. There Is no separate charge to
AT&T for SWBT providing the
connections called for under this
section, apart from the rates and
charges for the relevant elements
as listed on Appendix Pritlng UNE -
Schedule of Prices.

	

,

See tat Issue (1J ) in Attachment
V - Pricing .

AT&T's language should be rejected
since it is entirely unnecessary to
ensure that SWBT will perform the
function of connecting UNE through
the enter of X-Corns . In addition,
AT&Ts language suggests that SWBT
will perform the function of combining
(x-connecting) UNE on AT&Ts behalf
at no charge. Although SWBT is
willing to continue to offer to perform
the combining of UNE for AT&T, it is
entitled to recover its costs for such
combining. Finally, SWBT is willing to
consider a request for access to UNE
which will allow AT&T to perform the
function ofcombining elements .
SWBT is not aware ofany such
request from AT&T .
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hearing, SWBT confirmed that it
continues to object to AT&T or any
other LSP Installing cross-connects
between loop and switch port
terminations on the main distribution
frame In a SWBT central once, which
is the means that SWBT uses to
cross-connect those network
components for its own purposes .
August 1997 AT&TISWBT PUCT
Arbitration, Tr . 501-02 (Deere); 511
(Deere) . Based on this position, and
citing its need to balance its own
section 271 objectives, SWBT
announced at the hearing that it had
decided thal'the best approach et this
time is to continue to offer to do the
connecting of unbundled elements ."
Tr. 503 (Auinbauh) . "To the extent
that the access thatwe offer to the
unbundled elements will not allow the
local service provider to do the
connecting, we will do the connecting .
It's a pretty reasonable position ." Tr.
503-04 (Aumbauh) ; see also Tr . 507-
08 (Auinbauh).

SWBT effectively conceded that it will
not allow entrants accessto SWBTs
network, at parity with SWBTs
access, which was the assumption
underlying the Eighth Circuit's
decision t vacate the FCC rule
provisions that obligated ILECs to do
the 'combining" work for entrants .
Iowa Utilities Board, slip op . a t 141 .
Accordingly, for elements thatare not
currently interconnected and
functional at the time of an AT&T
order, SWBT should be held to its
commitment to 'continue to offer to
[AT&T]what we have offered In the
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pest; and that Is to actually do the
connecting of the network elements .'
Tr. 507-08 (Auinbauh). (Elements that
are Interconnected and functions] at
the time of the order may not be
disconnected, as discussed
elsewhere) .

AT&T has proposed language that
would incorporate this commitment
into the Missouri contract . AT&T
submits that it is necessary end
appropriate to incorporate this
language into the Interconnection
Agreement, In orderto provide for the
nondiscriminatory access to UNEs
that the Act requires, given SWBT's
position on technician access to its
facilities.
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1 . UNE Pric ing

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT be allowed to charge for
rate elements applicable to UNEs or
ancillary Items or capabilities to be
used in conjunction with UNEs which
are not contained in the July 31, 1997
Final Arbitration Order in Case No .
TO-9740?

AT&T Statement of Issue:

May SWBT assess rates or charges for
AT&T's use of unbundled network
elements, other than the permanent rates
and charges established by this
Commission for UNEs in itsJuly 31, 1997
Final Arbitration Order in Case No . TO-
97-00?

No. In Its July 31, 1997 Final
Arbitration Order, the Commission
established permanent prices for
unbundled network elements . 7/31/97
Orderat4. The Commission
specifically found as follows : 'Prices
for the unbundled network elements
include the full functionality of each
element . No additional charges for
any such element, the functionalities
of the element, or the activation of the
element or its functionalities shall be
pemitled ." Id.

With that finding. the process of
establishing the prices that will apply
to AT&Ts purchases of unbundled
elements under its Interconnection
Agreement with SWBT came to a
conclusion . AT&T is entitled to
purchase the full functionality of the
UNEs recognized by this Commission
at the rates and charges set in this
Commission's July 31 Order.

SWBT has taken the position that,
notwithstanding the July 31 Order,
there are additional *ate elements"
associated with AT&T's prospective
use ofUNEs . SWBT asserts the right
to impose additional charges for these
'rate elements" and maintains that
pricing for these rate elements was
not "arbitrated' In the previous AT&T
arbitration or the related cost docket.
SWBT's position is directly contrary to
the July 31 Order and to the Act's
cost-based pricing requirements.
SWBT's position must be squarely
rejected, lest it undermine the
availability of cost-based access to

Attachment 0, Appendix Pricina-
UNE

1 .X Prices for the unbundled
network elements. as shown on
Appendix Pricing UNE-
Schedule of Prices . Include the
full functionality of each element .
No additional charges for any
such element, the functionalities
of the element, or the activation
of the element or its
functionalities will be permitt ed .

1 .X Except for requests that are
expressly made sublect to the
Special Request process
described in section 2.X of
Attachment 6 ("Special Request
Elements'), AT&T may order, and
SWBT will provide, all Attachment 6
Elements on the basis of the
attached Schedule of Prices . The
Parties a nee that the A

	

ndix
Pricing UNE-Sch

	

es
contains a complete list of rate
elements and charges associated
with AT&rs ordering,
provisioning, billing,
maintenance, and use of the
unbundled Network Elements
that SWBT Is required to provide
under the Act (other than the
Items that are sublect to the
special request process). This
paragraph does not limit or expand
the use of the Special Request
Process .

(See also Appendix Pricing UNE -
Schedule of Prices.)

AT&T's position is that if a price is
not listed on Attachment B for any
Item, then AT&T should receive the
Item at no charge; even though
AT&T Identified additional features,
functions and/or capabilities other
than those requested in Case No .
TO-9740 . For example, AT&T
believes that it should receive
customized routing, branding and
rating, entrance facilities,
standalone multiplexing, digital
cross-connect systems (DCS), and
access to SWBT's operational
support systems (OSS) free . All of
these items have costs associated
with their provision that are not
included in any UNE . In no case
has the Commission required
SWBT to give the item to AT&T at
no charge. SWBT is entitled to
recover, at a minimum, its costs for
any UNE, rate element applicable to
UNE or ancillary items or
capabilities to be used in
conjunction with UNE . The special
request process In Section 2 of
attachment 6 is one method to
handle such requests, and would
give AT&T the opportunity to raise
the issue with the Commission If It
wishes to claim that the cost is
already in an existing UNE rate . In
many wses SWBT has conducted
a TELRIC study and has identified
the additional costs for the items
AT&T is requesting. AT&T
continues to identify additional
features, functions and work
activities it Is requesting SWBT
perform on its behalf not previously
Identified in Case No . TO-9740 .
SWBT incurs costs to provide these

(SWBT's proposed prices are
contained in the attached Price
Schedules . Attachment B of the
Missouri Commission's July 31,
1997 Order and Appendix Pricing
LINE include prices for UNEs, rate
elements applicable to UNEs or
ancillary items or capabilities to be
used in conjunction with UNEs .
The price schedule also includes
prices for other offerings . However,
prices for certain rate elements
applicable to UNEs or ancillary
items or capabilities to be used in
conjunction with UNEs are not
contained on Appendix B or
Appendix Pricing UNE . If AT&T
requests items not on Attachment B
or Appendix Pricing UNE . then
AT&T may elect to utilize the
special request process referenced
in Section 2 of Attachment 6 or may
elect to negotiate a price with
SWBT or may pursue any other
lawful course.

Pricing -1
1013197



V. PRICING
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT- MISSOURI

Pricing - 2
10/3197

'~ n ( 4 't :.̀.

unbundled elements promised by the activities . AT&T is not entitled to
July 31 Order. demand these items at no charge .

The prices listed in Attachment B of
The prior arbitration proceedings left the July 31, 1997 Order were

no room for SWBT to continue to supported by the PSC Staffs

unilaterally assert the right to collect revised TELRIC cost studies that

additional UNE rates and charges . On were the result of the 16 week

the contrary, that process provided investigation of of SWBT's TELRIC

SWBT with full and fair notice and cost processes . SWBT provided 27

opportunity to present any and all revised studies to the Staff for use

proposed rates and charges in the July 31 pricing Order . It is

associated with the elements that the not possible for those 27 studies to

Commission had recognized. support every single item that has
been, can or will be ordered by the

To begin with, the Commission in its new entrants . Where SWBT can
December 11, 1996 Arbitration Order demonstrate that additional costs
required SWBT to make available to are Incurred in providing elements
AT&T eight unbundled network to the new entrants, it must be
elements, without restriction : local allowed to recover those costs .
loops ; loop cross-connect; NID; local
and tandem switching ; Interoffice
transmission facilities; signaling and
call related databases; operations
support systems functions ; and
operator services and directory
assistance facilities. December 11,
1996 Order at 8 . TheCommission r
also ordered SWBT to provide
unbundled access to three subloop
elements-loop distribution plant, loop
concentrator/muldplexer, and loop
feeder- and to dark fiber . Id. a t 9-12 .

The Commission deferred the
establishment of permanent pricing for
these unbundled network elements.
Id. a t 32. The Commission
established a schedule and procedure
for setting those permanent rates.
See July 31, 1997 Order at 2 . That
procedure offered all parties the
opportunity to resent their views, and
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supporting data, on the rate structure
that should apply to the unbundled
elements and on the rate quantities
themselves.
Well before that procedure had
concluded, the parties submitted to
the Commission proposed contracts
that included complete sets of
competing UNE rates and charges.
AT&T challenged several of the rate
elements proposed by SWBT, such as
switching feature activation charges
and LIDB and CNAM query transport
charges. The Commission adopted
the UNE rate schedule set out in
Attachment B to the July 31 Order,
and it found that there should be 'no
additional charges' for any of these
elements.
The schedule of UNE prices ordered
by the Commission omitted several of
the rate elements SWBT had
proposed (again, for example, feature
activation and LIDB andCRAM query
transport charges do not appear on
Attachment B to the July 31 Order) . r
Based on the Commission's finding .
that Its UNE prices include full
functionality of the elements and that
no additional charges are permitted,
AT&T understands that the exclusion
of SWBTs proposed additional rate
elements from the Attachment B UNE
price schedule was deliberate . That
Is, the Commission determined that
the rates It approved will provide
SWBT full cost-based compensation
for unbundled network elements, and
that the additional rate elements
proposed by SWBT were unnecessary
or inappropriate . SWBT has had to
opportunity to propose its additional
rate elements, It did so, theywere
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considered during the cost
proceedings, and they were rejected .

Nevertheless, SNBThas continued
to take the position thatAT&Tmust
agree to pay additionalrates and
charges for the network elements
that It was ordered to unbundle in
the December 1996 Arbitration
Order. During negotiations to prepare
a contract that would implement both
the December 1996 and July 1997
Orders, SWBT has insisted that
several of its proposed rate elements
were 'not arbitrated .' It has asserted
that position, despite the fact that
SWBT's proposed charge for that rate
element had been tendered to the
Commission, that the Commission
had omitted SWBT's proposed rate or
charge from its UNE price schedule
(Attachment B), and that the
Commission had prohibited additional
charges for unbundled network
elements .

r

SWBT recognizes that some of its
proposed charges, such as feature
activation charges, were rejected . In
otherinstances, however, listed In the
specific sub-issues that follow, SWBT
persists in asserting its additional UNE
charges . SWBTs position is
untenable.

For example, signaling and call-
related databases were recognized as
an unbundled element in the
December 1996 Arbitration Order.
The pricing ofAT&Ts use of the
SWBT LIDS database was addressed

the Commission In the prior
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nproceedings; the Commission's
Attachment B Includes a per query
rate and a non-recurring charge for
AT&T's use of the SWBT Line
Information Database (LIDB) . July 31,
Order, Attachment B, p. 4. Yet SWBT
now asserts the right to collect a
separate "Query Transport" charge for
every LIDS query, over and above the
query charge approved by the
Commission. It does so despite the
fact that SWBT's proposed "Query
Transport" charge of $0.0045, and
AT&T's opposition to that charge, had
been tendered to the Commission as
a disputed charge. See AT&T
proposed Missouri Interconnection
Agreement filed 4/25/97, Attachment
6, Appendix Pdcing LINE-Schedule
of Prices at 10 . SWBTsQuery
Transport charge was excluded from
the approved list of LINE rates and
charges on Attachment B, and SWBT
may not attempt to resurrect it now.

The same analysis holds true for each
of the additional SWBT proposed .
rates and charges addressed below.
Each relates to an unbundled element
that was recognized in the December
1996 Order and for which rates were
established In the July 1997 Order.
With limited exception, SWBT's
proposed additional rates and charges
were tendered to the Commission not
later than April 1997, when AT&T
submitted its proposed
Interconnection Agreement containing
all the disputed rates and charges.
Each of SWBT's proposed additional
rates and charges was omitted from
the permanent rates and charges set
b the Commission in Attachment B to
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Its July 31 Order.

AT&T requests two actions by the
Commission to haltwhatotherwise
threatens to be a never-ending parade
of proposed UNErates and charges
that will prevent any LSPfrom
developing and executing a plan to
deliver competitive
telecommunications services to
Missouri consumers using SWBT's
unbundled network elements . First,
the Commission should reject each of
the proposed additional rates and
charges discussed below, on the
ground that permanent, cost-based
rates for the relevant element were
established by this Commission's July
31, 1997 Final Arbitration Order.
Second, and more fundamentally.
AT&T requests that the Commission
order that the Interconnection
Agreement Include the language that
AT&T has proposed here for Sections
1 .X and 1 .X of Appendix Pricing UNE.
This proposed language will r
incorporate Into the contract the
Commission's ruling that the approved '
UNE rates include all the functionality
of the elements and that further
charges for those functionalities, or
activation of those functionalifies, are
prohibited . It also will affirm that the
list of unbundled element prices
approved by the Commission and
Incorporated Into the contract is the
complete list of prices associated with
the network elements that SWBT has
been required to unbundle (except for
certain out-of-the-ordinary situations
that the parties have agreed should be
subject to a special request process,
e.g ., requests for new types of
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unbundling) . This language should
foreclose future disputes between the
parties of the type that it presented
here.

AT&T has included this Issue in the
current application for arbitration out of
an abundance of caution. Obviously.
AT&T believes that the July 31, 1997
Final Arbitration Order resolved these
pricing issues. AT&T is attempting to
obtain clarification from the
Commission in that regard during the
process of preparing and presenting a
compliance contract for Commission
approval . AT&T also continues to
review these matters with SWBT, in
hopes of obtaining agreement that
complete UNEprices have been
established and SWBT's proposed
additional rates should be withdrawn.
However, if SWBT persists in
asserting the right to charge additional
UNErates and the dispute over these
proposed additional charges is not
explicitly resolved during the contract r
approval process, AT&T must request
the Commission to rule on them here .

AT&T has invested over one-and-a-
half years in negotiations and
proceedings before this Commission .
In order to establish its right of access
to, and cost-based prices for, the full
array of SWBT's unbundled network
elements. This Commission's
December 1996 and July 1997 Orders
establish that access and those
prices. AT&T requests the
Commission promptly to put an end to
SWBT's effort to circumvent those
rulings and to assess una roved
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UNE rates and charges that will only
add cost, confusion, and delay to new
entrants' use of SWBTs unbundled
elements .

No. SWBT's proposed FJAS Port (AT&T no competingproposes When AT&T utilizes an NXX When AT&T requests a telephone
Additive is an attempt to add charges equipped for two-way toll free EAS, number with a NXXwhich has an

1a . for an unbundled element-local language on this subject and
SWBT is entitled to compensation . expanded area calling scope (EAS)

switching-which was the subject of
requests the Commission to reject The situation presented here in a SWBT end office, AT&T will

SWBT Statement of Issue : the prior arbitration and for which the
SWBT's proposal) involving UNE (namely that AT&T pay the charge contained on

Commission already has established receives the benefit of two-way toll Appendix Pricing UNE - Schedule
May SWBT assess an EAS Port permanent, cost-based rates . free calling as a result of requesting of Prices labeled "EAS Port
Additive Charge when AT&T requests a SWBT NXX specially equipped to Additive" .
a telephone number with a NXX which SWBT did not propose this charge provide EAS) entitles SWBT to the
has an expanded area calling scope unfit after the parties had filed proposed compensation . If AT&T's
and AT&T's end user is allowed to proposed contracts and disputed proposal were adopted, AT&T
receive toll free calls from SWBT contract issues with the Commission would receive the benefits of toll
customers calling the AT&T end user? In April 1997 . AT&T does not know free calling analogous to an 800

whether SWBT proposed this charge service . Under AT&Ts proposal,
AT&T Statement of Issue : and attempted to support it in SWBT would waive toll charges to

consultation with the Commission staff SWBT end users calling AT&T end
May SWBT assess an EAS Port during the cost proceeding. Certainly users and SWBT would receive no
Additive Charge, over and above this it had the opportunity to do so, and it off setting compensation for this
Commission's approved unbundled has no basis for seeking to add arrangement-- clearly another
switching charges, to artificially another local switching charge at this something for nothing argument .
compensate SWBT for FAS revenues time . Further, the proposed EAS Port
it once received from customers that Additive Charge Is plainly improper r
have moved to AT&T? under the Act . SWBTseeks to

introduce the concept that in a UNE,
TELRIC-based environment, it is
entitled to a regulatory-style "make-
whole" element: the EAS Port
Additive . Spedfically, SWBT seeks
to impose an additional monthly
charge for any switching port serving
a customer that previously provided
EAS revenues to SWBT. SWBT
seeks to assess this charge, over and
above the port and usage charges that
otherwise apply, despite the fact that
there is no additional equipment or
work required to supply such a port.
This EAS Port Additive rate Is dead
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not part of the cost of providing
unbundled local switching .

1b. May SWBT assess multiplexing No . SWBT`s proposed multiplexing Attachment 6 Yes. AT&T has requested a UNE (SWBT opposes inclusion ofcharges, over and above the charges are an attempt to add which Is not listed in the AT&T's language .)
dedicated transport charges charges for an unbundled element- 6.X There Is no charge for Commission's Order in Case No .approved by the Commission? dedicated transport-which was the mutliolexina in addition to the TO-97-40 issued on July 31,subject of the prior arbitration and for rates charged for dedicated This

issue was never arbitrated ..
which the Commission already has transport . AT&T has requested a rate forestablished permanent, cost-based multiplexing/ demultiplezing for
rates . voice grade to DS1 to DS3. SWBT

has prepared a cost study toMultiplexing is a necessary ascertain the rate which will be
component of interoffice transmission provided in a SWBT cost witness'functionality. When an LSP orders testimony .
higher-speed dedicated transport to
be connected to lower-speed transport
or to unbundled loops, multiplexing See also AT&T Matrix IV Issue #14
must be supplied in order for the where AT&T agrees to pay for
transmission facility to function . AT&T multiplexing . AT&T evidently
understands that the dedicated considers multiplexing as a
transport rates set in the 'necessary component' yet failed to
Commission's July 31, 1997 Order raise this issue in Case No. TO-97-include multiplexing functionality. The 40 . The FCC considered
Commission Advisory Staff Costing multiplexing in developing itsand Pricing Report, on which the , unbundling requirements (see
Commission relied in setting its paragraph 437), yet did not- permanent UNE prices, see July 31, determine that this type of
1997 Final Arbitration Order at 3-0, multiplexing was "necessary' and
based its dedicated transport rate did not order it as part of unbundled
recommendation (which the dedicated transport . AT&T

appears

Commission adopted) on a forward- to raise this issue in two places . In
looking fiber based network . The Matrix IV AT&T acknowledges

l
its

report specifically noted that the obligation to pay, yet here AT&Tinvestments on which the recurring returns to that old familiar reprise
dedicated transport rates were based `its free .'.''1996 cable broadguage
costs and multiplexing equipment
investments provided by SWBT's
procurement department.' July 31,
1997 Final Arbitration Order,
Attachment C, at 69. Multiplexing
costs were included in the costs from


