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Dear Mr. 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 of AT&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 of the Commission.

Sincerely,
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Diana J. Harter
Enclosures

CC: Parties of Record
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In the matter of AT&T Communications Ce COMM
of the Southwest, Inc.’s Petition for Second ' ISSION

Compulsory Arbitration Pursuant to

Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection
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Telephone Company .

Case No, TO-98-115
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RESPONSE OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
TO PETITION OF AT&T COMMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.
FOR SECOND COMPULSORY ARBITRATION TQ ESTABLISH TERMS AND
CONDITIONS OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT BETWEEN AT&T AND
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
COMES NOW Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) and pursuant to the
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:

L. 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 of the 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 of the Commission’s Order near 5:00 p.m. on October 2, 1997.
SWRT did not have a sufficient amount of time 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 of the October 2, 1997 holdings into this Response, SWBT requests the
right to modify and clarify its positions based upon the October 2, 1997 Order.

[ 8 REQUESTED ISSUES FOR ARBITRATION
AT&T has broken the 1ssues into eleven categories. Category I is IntraLATA Toll/Access

issue. One of the major issues under this heading is whether AT&T is entitled to intraLATA
dialing parity before SWBT is authorized to provide inregion interLATA services. SWBT’s
position is that SWBT is not obligated to provide intraLATA dialing parity under Section
271(e)}(2)(B) of the Act until SWBT has interLATA relief or 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 1. 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 of the Commission and SWBT.

Under Category 11, 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 1I 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, lowa
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 11T 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 1s 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 LLECs 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 II1 and must be found inconsistent with the Act.

Under Category V, AT&T states that if it requests items not on Attachment B of the 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 1b (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 of tandem 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 taniffed 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
SWRBT, 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 lability 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
SWRBT’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 of third 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. Othér issues under Category X include the term of the agreement for the
provision of Operator Services and Directory Assistance. SWBT proposes a one year term which
is reasonable.

The last Category X1, 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 of numerous 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 of Unbundled 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 of the issues. SWBT disagrees with the
wording of the 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:

October 20, 1997

Rebuttal Testimony: November 3, 1997
Hearing Memorandum: November 10, 1997
Hearing: November 17-26, 1997
Briefs: December 12, 1997
Report and Order: January 5, 1998

WHEREFORE, SWBT requests that the Commission schedule a prehearing 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,

o Aww 9 s
PAUL G. YANE #27011
DIANA J. HARTER #31424
LEO J. BUB #34326

ANTHONY K. CONROY  #35199

Attorneys for

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
100 N. Tucker, Room 630

St. Louis, MO 63101-1976

(314) 247-8280

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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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Dianad. Harter
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CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
CASE NO. TO-98-115
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1. Recsipt of Toll Revenue
SWABT Statement of Issue:

Is AT&T entitled to intral ATA dialing
parity before SWBT is authorized to
provide inregion interLATA services?

AT&T Statement of Issuse:

When it purchases UNE local
switching, should AT&T be recognized
as the intralLATA toll provider and
therefore receive access and toll
revenuse, prior to implementation of
dual PIC?

L INTRALATA.LL/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
intral ATA toll revenues. After dual
PIC, the intral ATA revenue will
accrue to the intralLATA 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 recejve additional revenue
(toll) for that customer’s usage of
those elements under the Act. Until
dual PIC, the customer's chaice of a
local service provider should
determine his or her intral ATA
carrier as well. Thal 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
seclion 251(c)(3) of the Act permits
requesting telecommunications
carriers to purchase LNEs for the
purpose of offering exchange access
services, or for the purpose of
providing exchange access services
to themselves in order to provide
interexchangs services to
consumers. FCC Order, 1 356. For
that reason, the FCC properly
concluded that telecommunications
carriers purchasing UNEs to provide
interLATA interexchange services or
access servicas are not required to
pay federal or state exchange
access charges except for alimited
transition mechanism, which has
expired at the time of this wriling. fd.
at ] 363. The FCC recognized that

Attachment 6

5X The local swliiching element also
Includes access to all call

origination and completion
capabilities (including intraLATA
and interLATA calls), and AT&T is
entitled to all revenues assoclated
with its use of those capabilifies,
including access and toll revenues.

5X SWBT will make available to AT&T
the ability to route all Directory
Assistance and Operator Services calls
(1+411, 04411, 0-, and 0+ Local, 0+
Intral ATA toll (prior to dual PIC},
0+HNPA-555-1212 {IntraL ATA} {prior
to dual PIC}, 1+HNPA-555-1212
{IntralLATA) {prior to dual PIC)) dialed
by AT&T Customers directly to the
ATS&T Directory Assistance and
Operator Services platform.
Customized Routing will not be used in
a manner to circumvent the inter or
Intra-LATA PIC pracess directed by the
FCC.

5X At AT&T's request, SWBT will
provide the functionallty and

features, including digit translation
{i.e., 1+411 to 900-X00(-XXXX} as

specified by AT&T, within the SWBT
local switch (LS) to route AT&T
customer-dialed Directory
Assistance local and IntraL ATA calis
to the AT&T designated trunks via
Feature Group D signaling from
SWBTs SESSs, DMS100 switches,
and other switches as it hecomes
technically feasible, or as parties
may otherwise agres, for direct-
dialed calls, {i.e. 1+411,
1+Home/Foreign NPA-555-1212 sent
pald).

L
AT&T
completely ignores the fact that SWBT

chertiny Ahakub,
In  making its argument,
is not obligated to provide the
requested inlraLATA dialing parity
under Sectlion 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- intral ATA tolf 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 intraLATA dialing parity
was raised in the 1st arbitration and
addressed by the Commission in its
December 11, 1996 order in Par, 32
and is nol a proper issue for this
arbitration.

The real issue is not whether AT&T can
provide intralLATA or Inter LATA calling
to its customer (which it can) but an
issuse of price. The Act struck a
balance which purportedly allowed
LEC's interLATA relief once they met
the 271 check list and in balance
provided intralATA dieling parity to
1XCs (and other CLECs) no earlier than
the date of such interLATA relief or 3
years after implementation. AT&T
seeks here to lilt that balance in its
favor and in violation of the Act.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

The local switching element also
includes access to all call origination
and completion capabilities which are
provided fo SWBT's own customers.
Where technically feasible, SWBT will
provide AT&T with recordings which
will permit it to coilect all revenues
associated with the use of the local
switching element. Where such
capability is not availabie(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- and O+ seven or ten
digit local) dialed by AT&T customers
lo the AT&T Directory Assistance and
operator Services Platform. Atthe
direction of the FCC , 1+HNPA+555-
1212 will be directed to the PIC2

Intral ATA carrier once Dialing Parity is
implemented. Customized Rouling will
not be used in & manner te circumvent
the inter or IntraLATA PIC process
directed by the FCC.

ntralLATA Toll Access - 1
9/10/197
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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 unbundied network
elements is entitled lo use them o
provide infraLATA toli services. The
FCC rejecled the argurnent that
CLECs should not be able to use
UNESs to provide originating and
terminating toll services: "Congress
intended the 1996 Act to promote
competition for not only telephone
exchange and exchange access
services, but also for toll services."
FCC Order, 1]361. Having paid the
full UNE cost of local switching and
any hecessary transport and tandem
switching, the CLEC may use those
elements without restriction to
provide telecommunications
services. The full functionality of the
locat switch includes the ability to
originate and terminate all types of
calls, including intralLATA toll calis.
The Act provides no basis for SWBT
to except intraLATA toll servicés
from the category of services a UNE
purchaser may offer.

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
raceive the toll revenues (prior to
dual PIC). First, ATAT 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

5.X AtAT&T's request, SWBT will
provide functionality and features withip
its LS to route AT&T customer-dialed
Directory Assistance local and
intralL ATA calls to the designated
trunks via Modified Feature Group C
signaling from SWBT's tAESS
switches and other switch types or as
the Parties otherwise agree, for direct
dialed calls, {e.g., 14411, 0, and
0+Local, 1+tHome/Foreign NPA-555-
1212 sent paid).

5.X SWBT will provide the functionality
and features within its tocal switches ig
route AT&T dialed 0/0+ local and
Intral ATA calls {prior to dual PIC} (4
AT&T. {Designated trunks via operato
services modified Feature Group C
signaling.)

2x

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 exchangs
access fransport services that an IXC
elects to purchase from SWBT).

Appendix Pricing-UNE

5x Until the implementation of
Intral ATA Dialing Parity, AT&T will

pay applicable ULS-0, ULS-T,
signaling, common transport, and
tandem switching charges for all

intral ATA toll calls initlated by an
ATET ULS Port.

AR ke o SR AT sl
WBT proposes the following
language:

Until the implementation of infraLATA
Dialing Parity, AT&T will pay Intral. ATA
tol! 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&T s request, SWBT will provide
functionality and features within its LS
to route AT&T customer-dialed
Diractory Assistance local and

intralL ATA calis to the designated
trunks via Modified Feature Group C
signaling as defined in the Operator
Services Generic Requirements FR-
NWT.0027 1 Signaling Module TRNWT-
001.144. signaling from SWBT
swilches for direct dialed directory
assistance calls.

SWBT proposas the fallowing
languagé:

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

SWBT proposes the following
language:

When AT&T purchases an Uinbundled
local switching element and uses it to
originate an intrastate interLATA call
SWBT will charge AT&T an amount
equal to the CCLC (as CCLC may
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CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

intraLATA toll calls, and to receive
access and toll revenues. This
language is shown as disputed in its
enlirety. However, AT&T balieves
that SWBT agrees that when AT&T
purchases UNE swilching, it will
obtain the ability to originate and
complele intral ATA and interLATA
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&T's ability to permit
IXCs 1o access ULS for the
purpose of terminating interLATA
and infraLATA access traffic or
limit AT&T's ability to originate
interLATA or intralLATA calis
using ULS consistent with Section
X of this attachment.” Further,
AT&T and SWBT have agreed on
the routing of intralLATA toll calls to
the intralL ATA PIC in a post-duat PIC
envircnment.

What SWBT disputes is AT&T's
receipt of intraLATA toll revenues
prior to dual PIC (access dispules
post-dual PIC are discussed
elsewhere). Although ATAT will
have paid the full cost of UNE
switching, which SWBT agrees
includes the capability lo process
intraLATA 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 o collect intraLATA toll
revenues. SWBT's position will
result in its own recovery of
revenues in excess of costs, and will
in effect deny AT&T full local

change from time to time) for all
intrastate interLATA (or intrastate
intraLATA effective with dialing parity)
whole minutes of AT&T customer raffic
traversing that Unbundled Local
Switching element.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

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

IntralLATA Toll Access - 3
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ey >
switching functionality (receiving the

ability to pay for an element and use
it fo deliver a servica 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 purchass local
switching) the cost of providing
intraLATA service to a customer, but
retain for itself the revenues
generated by that service. (SWBT's
propasal 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
customer's choice of a local service
provider should determine the
customer's infralL ATA carrier as well.
AT&T's proposed language should
be adopted to provide for AT&T's
recaipt of intral ATA toll revenues
from its UNE switching customers,
with no obligalion 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
originaling intraLATA toll calls,
including applicable local switching,
sighaling, common transport, and
tandem switching charges. In turn,
AT&T should receive access and toli
revenues. SWBT opposes this
language and has instead proposed
to treat UNE-originated intralATA
toll calls as resale transactions,
charging AT&T the applicable retail
loll charge less the resale discount.
As described above, SWBT's
pesition denies AT&T the full

Intral ATA Toll Access -4
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functionality and usage of local
switching Yo provide competilive
telecommunicalions services and is
confrary to the Act. Further, from a
markeling 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&T's proposed language
should be accepted, and SWBT's
should be refected.

2. Intral ATA toll - OS/DA

SWEBT Statement of [ssug:

Is AT&T entitled to intraLATA dialing
parity before SWBT is authorized to
provide inregicn interLATA services?
(Same as #1 above)

AT&T Statement of issue;

Should AT&T be able to complete
intraLATA toll calls (and collect the
related revenues) that SWBT routes to
AT&T's OS/DA platforms?

Yes. AT&T should not be required to
bear the burden and cost of
identifying intraLATA tol! calls that
SWBT routes to AT&T's OS/DA
platform and returning those calls to
SWET.

It has become apparent during
implementation that, where AT&T
requests customized routing, SWBT
intends to include intralLATA calls in
the calls that will be routed to AT&T's
OS/DA platforms, but SWBT expecls
AT&T to identify those calls and
return them to SWBT for completion.
That is, rather than do the systems
development work that would be
required to retain intraLATA OS/DA
calls for itself at the same time that it
routes other OS/DA calls to AT&T's
OS/DA platform, SWBT seeks to
transfer that work to AT&T, even as
it claims the revenue for the
intraLATA calls.

For the reasons stated above, AT&T
should be recognized as the
intraLATA ftoll provider generally for
calls originated by its local service

Attachment 6

ATAT has praposed the following
language in |ssue 1 above.
85X SWBT will make available to AT&T
the ability to route all Direclory
Assistance and Operalor Services calls
{1+411, 0+411, 0- and 0+ Local, O+
Intral ATA toll {prior to dual PIC
0+HNPA-555-1212 (Intra A
to dual PIC), 1+ A-535-1212
niraLATA] (prior to dual PiC})) dialed
y AT&T Customers direcfly to the
AT&T Directory Assistance and
Operalor Services platform.
Customized Routing will not be used in
a manner to circumvent the inter or
::ntrg-LATA PIC process directed by the
CC.

rior

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

5.X SWBT will make available to AT&T
the ability lo route ail Directory
Assislance and Operator Services calls
(1+411,0+411, 0- and 0+ Local),
diialed by AT&T Customers directly to
the AT&T Directory Assistance and
Operator Services platform.
Customized Routing will not be used in
a manner fo circumvent the inler or

See #1 above - same issue. AT&T
wants SWBT to provide it with
custormnized routing capability for its
intraLATA Directory Assistance and
Operator Service toll calls. AT&T's
request must be rejected because it is
in conflict with Section 271(e) of the
Act.

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

Intral,ATA Toll Access -5
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customers prior to dual PIC. In any
event, AT&T should not be required
to retumn intraLATA calls that SWBT
routes to AT&T OS/DA platforms,
resulting in a cost fo AT&T with no
opportunity for revenue. With SWBT
having set up its customized routing
in a way such that intralLATA calls
originated by AT&T local service
customers are routed lo AT&T's
OS/DA platforms, AT&T should be
entitied to complete those calls and
receive the associated revenues,
Accordingly, AT&T's proposed
contract fanguage should be
adopted.

Intra-LATA PIC process directed by the
FCC. To the extent that intraLATA
calls are routed 1o AT&T OS5 and DA
latforms, AT& 1 may complete such
calls and receive the associated

revenue.

Appendix Customized Routing

(Resale)
1.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+
ntralLATA toll, 0+HNPA-555-
212(IntralLATA), 1+HNPA-555-
1212(Intral.ATA)) dialed by AT&T
Customters directly to the AT&T
Directery Assistance and Operator
Services platform. If the State

Commission rules or the Parties apree
that AT&T is entitled to Intral. ATA toll

on resale services and unbundled switch
elements, SWHT agrees to customized
routing of the following types of calls:
0+IntraLATA toll, 0+HNPA-555-1212
{IntralLATA), 1+HNPA-555-1212

IntralLATA)}.

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:

1.X SWET will make available to
AT&T the ability to route Directory
Assistance and Operator Services calls
(11411, 0+411) dialed by AT&T
Customers directly to the AT&T
Directory Assistance and Operator
Services platform. If the State
Comnmission rujes or the Parties agree
that AT&T is entitled to Intral ATA toll
on resale services and unbundled switch
elements, SWRT agrees to customized
routing of the following types of calls:,
0+HNPA-555-1212, 1+tHNPA-555-1212,

To the extent that infraLATA calls

are route: an
fatforms, AT&1 may complefe such
calls and receive the associated

revente.

Intral ATA Toll Access -6
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3. Tandem Switching and Transport

When AT&T originates and terminates
toll calls through a SWBT unbundled
local swilch, should the IXC determine
which carrier assesses access
chatges for fransporting the call
between tha IXC's point of presence
(POP) and the originating or
terminating UNE switch?

Yes. The provider of access
transport services shouid be
selacted by the IXC. AT&T should
have the ability to use UNEs,
including cormmon transport and
tandem switching, to deliver toll calls
hetween the IXCs POP and the
originaling or terminating local switch
which AT&T has purchased as an
unbundled element. If the IXC
selects AT&T's fransport services,
AT&T should collect the related
access charges. If the IXC selects
SWBT, it may collect those charges.
AT&T's proposed coniract language
achieves this result.

As discussed above, AT&T is
entitled under the Act to use
unbundted network elements to
provide telecommunications services
without restriction, including
exchange access services and toll
services. AT&T is no longer
required to pay SWBT access
charges in connection with toll calis
traversing network elements
purchased from SWBT.

Correspondingly, for calls originated
or terminated by an AT&T local
service customer using UNE
switching, it will be AT&T who will bill
the IXC for access charges
applicable to that call, not SWBT
The FCC explained this result in
footnote 772 to the Local Service
Order, "We also nole that where
new entrants purchase access lo
unbundled network elements fo
provide exchange access

services, . , ., the new entrants may

Appendix Pricing-UNE

5.X ATAT may provide exchange
access transport services to IXCs,
upon request, using unbundled
network elemonts. For interLATA
toll calls and intral ATA toll calls that

are originated by local customers
using SWET unbundled local

switching, ATE&T may cffer to deliver
the calls to the PIC at the SWBT
access tandem, with AT&T using

unbundled common transport and
tandem switching to transport the

call from the originating unbundied
local switch to the PIC's
interconnection at the access
tandem. WWhen the PIC agrees to
take delivery of toll calls under this
arrangement, then AT&T will pay

SWHT ULS-O usage, signaling,
common transport, and tandem

switching for such calls. SWBT will
not bill any access charges to the
PIC under this arrangement. AT&T
may use this arrangement to provide
exchange access services to itself
when it is the PIC for toll calls
originated by AT&T local customers
using SWBT unbundted local

switching.

65X if the PIC elects to use transport
and tandem switching provided by
SWEBT to deliver interLATA toll calls
or intral ATA toll calls that are

originated by AT&T local customers
using SWBT unbundied jocal

switching, then AT&T will pay SWBT
ULS.0 usage and signaling only In
connection with such calls. SWBT
will not bill the PIC any originating
switching access charges in
conneclion with such calls.

The FCC'’s Interconnection Order
permitted the substitution of Access
Charges for Unbundled Network
Elements only when the Loca! Service
Provider was both the local and the toll
provider. As aresull, Access
Transport may be replaced by UNE
transport for AT&T customers only
when AT&T is the customers local and
toll provider. Other IXCs may be
utilized by AT&T's customers on the
originating side through the use of
10XXX dialing and in the terminating
direction, simply by receiving call from
a subscriber who selected an IXC other
than AT&T. While itis SWBT's position
that the IXC orders the transport
necessary to originate and terminate
calls, the only fime UNE fransport can
be ufilized is when the IXC is also the
LSP for the customer involved. AT&T
is simply trying to utilize the
complexitios associated with fhelr use
of Unbundled Local Switching, rather
than their own faciiities to undermine
the access charge rules the FCC has
yel to eliminate.

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

Intral ATA Toll Access -7
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a55ess ACCEss chaes to the [
originating or terminating toll calls on [ 5. X When an Intral ATA or InferLATA

those elements. In these toll call terminates to an AT&T ULS
circumstances, incumbent LECs Port AT&T will pay ULS-T charges
may not assess exchange access and SWBT will not charge

charges to such IXCs because the torminating access to AT&T or the
hew entrants, rather than the IXC excopt that SWBT may bill the
incumbents, will be providing IXC for terminating transport in
exchange access services, and to cases where the [XC has chosen
allow ctherwise would permit SWBT as its transport provider.

incumbent LECs to receive
compensation in excess of network
costs in violation of the pricing
standard in Section 252(d)." FCC
Order at {| 363, n. 772.

The exception 1o this access
payment occurs when an 1XC
enlers inlo a contractual agreement
with SWBT indicating that SWBT will
be the access provider of tandem
switching and transport. In those
cases, AT&T will only receive the
originating or terminating switching
portion of the access. AT&T may,
however, establish its own
canfractual 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 parlies
regarding which of them is to bi
access charges fo 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
swilching element but SWBT in all
cases {o continue billing access

IntralLATA Toll Acrecc . f
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tandem switching necessary lo
reach the IXC's POP. SWBT's
position is contrary to the FCC Crder
as quoted above,

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

4. Billing for Toll-free Calls

SWBT Slatement of Issue:

Where AT&T is the toll-free carrier,
should it be allowed to avoid access
charges for the query and local switching
services that SWBT performs when an
ATAT local customer makes a toll-free
call?

ATAT Statement of Issue:

For toll-free calls originated by AT&T
local custorners on a UNE switch,
should AT&T collect the applicable
charges from the IXC who terminates the
call to the 800 provider, assuming AT&T
also pays applicable UNE charges o
SWBT?

Yes. For the same reasons that
ATA&T is entitled to bill access
charges to IXCs for toll calls
originated and terminated over
unbundled network elements, AT&T
should be the party billing applicable
charges asscciated with B00-type
calls originated over UNEs by its
local service customers, AT&T
should pay the applicable charges
for the elements required to make
such a call (local switching,
applicable signafing, 800 database
query) and then it, not SWBT, should
hill the tXC who terminates the call to
the 800 provider. Otherwise, AT&T
is denied the opportunity to use the
elements that it has purchased for
the provision of a
telecommunications service (800
service), on the same terms as
SWRBT.

SWBT instead proposes to retain the
800 service for itself, and in turn
would not bill AT&T any UNE usage
charges when an AT&T customer
originates an 800-type call across a
UNE switch. SWBT states that its
facilities are not equipped to retumn a
call to AT&T for completion after an

Appendix Pricing-UNE
5X Toll Free Calls

When AT&T uses ULS Ports to
initiate an 800-type call, AT&T will
pay the 800 database query charge
and ULS-O charge. ATAT will be
responsible for any billing to the IXC

for such calls,

Attachment &

96.5 In addition to the Tolf Free
Database query, there are three
optional features available with 800-
type service; Designated 10-Digit
Translation, Call Velidation and Call
Handling and Destination. There is no
additional charge for the Designated
10-Digit Translation and Call Validation
feature beyond the Toll Free Database
query charge. When an 800-lype call
originates from an AT&T swiich or
from AT&T's use of SWBT's
Unbundled Local Switching fo the
SWBT Toll Free Database, AT&T will
pay the Toll Fres Database query rate
for each query received and processed
by SWBT's database. When
applicable, the charge for the Calf

By including this disputed language,
AT&T is seeking to avoid the applicable
access query charge for inter-
exchange calls for which AT&T is the
inter-exchange carrier. Today, when a
customer on SWBT's system originates
an 800 call, the call is routed via the
normal processing of SWBT's swilch to
the appropriate 800 carrier.

However, o route the call, SWBT's
switch first sends the call to a data
base to conduct a query to identify the
800 carrier. The database returns the
appropriate routing information to the
switch, where the call is sent to the 800
transport carrier.

These are services that SWBT
performs for the toll-free carrer and the
toll-free carrier now pays access
charges comprising a query charge and
a local swilch originating charge.

When a similar call comes in from an
LSP customer, there will be no change
to this process. The same setvices will
be performed and SWBT will bill the
inter-exchange carrier, not the LSP.
AT&T apparently wants to convert this
process o Unbundled Network
Elements comprised of a query and a
local switching element. To do this,
SWBT wouid be compelled to bill the
LSP of the originating callar. AT&Ts

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Tolt Free Cails

When AT&T uses ULS Poits to initiate
an 800-type call, SWBT will perform the
appropriate database query and route
the call to the indicaled IXC. No ULS-
O charges will apply.

SWBT proposes the following
language;

In addition to the Toll Free Database
query, there are three optional features
available with 800-type service:
Designated 10-Digit Translation, Call
Validation and Call Handling and
Destination. There is no additional
charge for the Designated 10-Digit
Translation and Calf Validation feature
beyond the Toll Free Database query
charge. When an 800-type call
originates from an AT&T swilch o the
SWBT Toll Free Database, AT&T will
pay the Toll Free Database query rate
for each query received and processed
by SWBT's database. When
applicable, the charge for the Call

IntraLATA Toll Access - g
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800 database dip. Regardiess of
any technical issues, however, the
parties can arrange billing for 800
calls in the manner proposed by
AT&T. In so doing they wilt come
closer fo providing AT&T with the full
nondiscriminalery access to
unbundled elements that the Act
requires.

Handling and Destination fealure are
per query and in addition fo the Toll
Free Database query charge, and will
also be paid by AT&T. These rales are
reflected in Appendix Pricing UNE -
Schedule of Prices under the label
“Toll-Free Database™.

I INTRALATA..LIACCESS
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

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

AT&T demands that SWBT offer toll-
frea 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 s¢ becauss SWBT's
switch is not able to distinguish
between toil-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 of any technical issues,
however, the parlies 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&T's
language and adopt the SWBT
{anguage.

Handling and Deslination feature are
per query and in addition o the Tall
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
Swilching, These rales are reflected in
Appendix Pricing UNE - Schedule of
Prices under the label “Toll-Free
Database”.

5. Ability to bill access:

SWBT Statement of issue:

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

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Must SWBT provide AT&T with
sufficient usage data to allow AT&T to
render intrastate and interstate access

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

Aftachment 10

4.X SWBT will provide to ATAT
recorded Usage Data as described in
AT&T's Call Flows Document (CFD)
dated June 1997, incorporated
herein and modified as the Parties
may otherwise agree, sufficient for
AT&T to render IinterL ATA and
intral ATA access bills and end-user
bllls and for purposes of mutual
compensation.

4.X In addifion tc the requirements

The Public Switched Network lacks the
technical capabilities to modify the way
access calls are currently processed,
fransported, recorded and billed,
SWET has every intention, to provide
AT&T the ability it secks 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 cell originates from and
unbundled switch port. Additionally
SWBT will bill AT&T the unbundled

(SWBT objecls to the inclusion of AT&T
language.)

IntralLATA Toll Access - 10
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bills to other IXCs?

] tht nassitata SBT to provid u

billing detail. AT&T's proposed
centract language provides for the
appropriate usage data.

SWBT has said in other venues that
if AT&T wants to receive data
sufficient to bill access, AT&T must
buy that as a recording service using
the language in Aftachment
Recording. AT&T is not asking for a
“service”, we are simply asking for
data sufficient to bill access.
Generaling this usage data is a
functionality of the switching etement
or the related operations support
funclions. SWBT is able to provide
usage data to itself that allows it to
bilt each of these types of calls to
{XCs. The act requires that SWBT
provide users of unbundled elements
with the same recording and billing
capability.

for recorded Usage Data specified in
this Attachment, whon ATST s
providing Telecommunications
Services to its customer through the
use of unbundled Network Elements,

SWBT will provide to AT&T recorded
Usage Data sufficlent for AT&T to
render interstate and intrastate
access bills. The recarded Usage
Data will be provided in a manner, at
a minimum, that enables AT&T to
render the following five types of
access bills: Originating to IXC,
Originating Local 800, Terminating
and Originating IntraLATA, which
are described below.

4. X Originating to IXC - This type of
access record is created when a toll
call originates from an AT&T
customer served through unbundled
Netwark Elements and terminates to
an IXGC. ATAT will bill the IXC access

charges In accordance with its
access tariffs.

4.X Originating Local 800 - This typs
of access record is created when an
‘800 cal! originates from an AT&T
customer served through unbundled
Nstwork Elements to a LEC
providing the 800 service. AT&T will
kill the LEC access charges in
accordance with its access tariffs.

4 X Originating InterLATA 800 - This
type of access record Is created
when an 800 call originates from an
ATAT customer served through
unbundled Network Elemonts 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

S Jockided ot exeiiban:
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
exist for SWBT to do the same for
criginating B00 service or terminating
access. SWBT is witling to work with
ATA&T and the rest of the industry to
seek cost effective solutions to this
industry wide problem.

AT&T's proposal confuses the
provision of unbundied netwerk
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
unbundied network elements for use by
ATA&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 etements, 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.

IntralL ATA Toll Access - 11
8M10/97



L INTRALATAQLLIACCESS
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

access record is created when a toll

call originates from an IXC and
terminates to an AT&T customer

sorved through unbundled Network
Elements. AT&T wiil bill the IXC

terminating charges in accordance
with Its access tarifis.

4 X Originating IntralL ATA - This
type of access 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
IntralLATA Toll Provider originating
and terminating access charges in
accordance with Its access tariffs.

6. Lost Data

SWBT Statement of Issus:

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

ATAT Statement of Issue:

Should the coniract require SWBT to
estimate volumes of lost usage data to
enable AT&T fo render bills to end-users
and for access?

Yes. The contract must include
reasonable terms to apply in
situations where SWBT loses the
usage dala that it is required to
provide AT&T for AT&T's hilling
purposes.

In an access environment today,
SWBT estimates volumes of lost
usage data to enable it to collect
access charges. However, when its
loss of data will cause AT&T to lose
the ability to collect revenues from its
customers or IXCs, SWEBT is
refusing to provide any process for
reconciliation on estimation of fost
usage data. The amount of lost
revenue potential is great if AT&T is
unable to bill its customers or to
collect access charges for calls
completed over unbundled network
elements. By refusing to provide a
process for estimation of lost data,
SWBT seeks to shift monelary
responsibitity for such loss from itself

Attachment 10

6.X Loss of Recorded Usage Data -
tf AT&T recorded Usage Data is

determined to have been lost,
damaged or destroyed as a result of
an error or omission by SWBT and
the data cannot be recovered by
SWBT, SWBT will estimate the
messages and assoclated revenue,
with assistance from AT&T, based
upon the method described below.
This estimate will be used to adjust
the amount AT&T owes SWET for
services SWBT provides in
conjunction with the provision of

recorded Usage Data.

6.X Partial Loss - SWBT will review
its daily controls to determine if data
has been lost. When there has been
a partial loss, actual message and
minute volumes will be reported, if
possible. Where actual data are not
available, a full day will be estimated
for the recording entity, as outlined
in Section 6.1.3 following. The

SWBT is not acting as a recording
agent, but under this Atachment 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
ATA&T is merely trying to get a service,
in the nature of a recording contract
without paying for it, AT&T s proposed
language should be rejected.

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

: ; S 5
to AT&T. ATAT's proposed contract | amount of the partial loss s then
tanguage provides for a reasonable determined by subftracting tho data

adjustment against recording service | actually recorded for such day from
charges to account for lost usage the estimated total for such day.
data. It should be adopted.

6.X_Complete Loss - Estimated
message and minute volumes for

each loss consisting of an entire
AMA tape or enlire data volums due

to its loss prior to or during
processing, lost after recsipt,
degaussed before processing,

raceipt of a blank or unreadable
tape, or lost for other causes, will be

reported.

€.X_Estimated Volumes - From
message and minute volume reports
for the entity experiencing the loss,
SWBET will secure message/minute

counts for the four {4)
corresponding days of the weeks

preceding that in which the loss
occurred and compute an average of

these volumas. SWBT will apply the
appropriate average revenue per
message {“arpm") provided by AT&T
to the estimated message volume to
arrive at the estimated lost revenue.

6.X_If the day of loss Is not a holiday
but one {1) {or more) of the
preceding comesponding days is a
hollday, use additional preceding
weeks in order to procure volumes
for two (2) non holidays in the
previous two {2} weaks that
corraspond to the day of the week

that is the day of the loss.

6.X_H the loss occurs on a weekday

that is a holiday {except Mother's
Day or Chrisimas), SWBT will use

volumes from the two (2} preceding
Sundays.

IntralL,ATA Toll Access - 13
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6.X_If the loss occurs on Mothor's
Day or Christmas, SWBT will use
volumes from that day in the
preceding year {if available).

intralL ATA Toll Access - 14
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1. Customized Routing:

How should any additional issues
be resolved between the Parties?

& DF exaiited
AT&T and SWBT have raised
regarding customized routing related
1o the Parties’ filing of issues prior to
the finalization of the 9/30/97
contract. AT&T strongly belioves
that those cuslomized routing 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 perlaining to any
outstanding customized routing
promptly following the Commissions’
ruling on the 9/30/97 cantract.

1S5UBS

SWET agrees that it has requested that
the Commission resolve some issues
concerning customized routing in a
Joint Motion for Expedited Resolution
of Issues.

2. Rate Quotations ;

Whether AT&T should be forced to
provide SWBT with AT&T's OS/DA
rates, when a zero minus transfer is
immediate and allows customers
who have chosen AT&T for local
sarvice, to be quoted accurate rates
and serviced directly by AT&T.

s ATA&T's language should be
included; AT&T's language
should be read fogether in order
to achieve perspective about this
issue.

= The AT&T language to which
SWBT objects would allow AT&T
the option of having SWBT
operators (acting on AT&T's
behalf) provide rate quote
information to AT&T customers.
By objecting fo the bolded and
undetlined language and inserting
oiber language, SWBT would
make AT&T's providing rate
quote information to SWBT a
mandatory requirement, and take
away AT&T's oplion of having
rate quote information provided
via "zero minus transfer”. lf rale
information is not provided to it,
under SWBT's proposal SWBT
would brand the calls as its cwn
and quote its own rates.

Appendix DA - Resale

Appendix OS - Resale

Attachment 6: UNE

Attachment 22: DA Facilities Based
Attachment 23: OS Facilities Based

X X When an ATAT caller requests a
guotation of rates, the call will be
treated as an Operator Transfer
Service request and SWBT will
connect the caller fo AT&T's
operator services for the purposes
of providing a quotation of AT&T's
rates, thereby fulfilling the
customer's request for a quotation
of rates. When an AT&T caller
requests a quotation of rates, AT&T
will pay the rates and charges
fabeled “0- Transfer” on Appendix

Pricing UNE - Schedule of Prices,

It is SWBT's understanding that this
issue is resolved and that AT&T will
accept SWBT's proceduras and rate.

SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language because this issue has been
agreed to without accepling AT&T
proposed language.

Customized Rouling/fOS/DA - 1
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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 that lass than 1%
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
oplion of requesting this service.
Should AT&T request SWBT to
provide OS/DA rate quotalions.,
then, AT&T will pay for SWBT's
expense lo load AT&T's rates.
AT&T should not, however, be
denied the option of using zero
rminus transfer.

3. Translation of 1-1411 to 900-0x-
000X

SWBT Statement of the Issus:

Does SWBT's obligation to
customnize route local directory
assistance calls carry with it an
obiligation to change the fundamental
nature of the signaling associated
with those calis and thus the very
nature of the operations of the SWBT
end offices causing modification to
the network as a whole?

ATA&T Statement of the Issue:

Should the contract recognize a
reasonable technical procedure for
implementing customized routing for
DA services?

For the same reasons that itis
important to include some specific
time frames for implementation of
customized routing, it also is
important that the parties comrmit
themselves to a reasonabla
technical means of implementing
SWBT's chosen line class code
solufion in a way that is compatible
with AT&T's operator services and
directory assistance platforms. For
direciory assistance, it has become
apparent that SWBT's 5ESS and
DMS 100 switches can provids the
functionality and features, including
digit translation, to roule the calls to
AT&T designated trunks via Feature
Group D signaling. (For 1AESS and
other switch types, the parties have
agreed that these calls can be routed
to the designated trunks via Modified
Feature Group C signaling.) See

Appendix Custemized Routing - Resale
Attachment 6: UNE

XX AtATET's request, SWBT will
provide the functionality and
features, including digit 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 intral ATA calls
to the ATAT dosignated trunks via
Featurs Group D signaling from
SWBTs 5ESSs, DMS100 switchas,
and other switches as it becomes
technically feasible, or as parties
may otherwise agree, for direct-
dialed calls, (L.e. 1+411,
1+Homo/Foreign NPA-555-1212 sent

paid].

The FCC's interconnection Order
requires that SWBT provide customize
routing only from switches capable of
providing customized routing. SWBT
stands ready to implement customized
routing via Line Class Codes. In
addition, SWBT is developing an AIN
based customized routing sofution with
a planned deplayrment of 12/31/97
which will allow a more efficient means
fo achieve customized routing. Nothing
in the FCC's order contemplataes or
requires a signafing change such as
the cne sought here by AT&T. SWBT
has spent fime and expense reviewing
approaches proposed by AT&T to
modify the call signaling, all fo no avail.
Fealure Group C signaling is the
standard signaling associated with local
directory assistance calls. The FCC
ordered and the 8th Circuit Court
supported that a LEC has no obligation

SWET proposes the following
language:

Customized routing involves the
direction of Operalor Services,
Directory Assistance and/or local calls
as a class to the designated facilitios of
ATA&T. It does notinclude the ability to
change the signaling associated with
the custom routed call type or provide
for any dialed digit transiation. Any
requests for such services will be made
to SWBT through the Special Request
Process and contain complete
technical descriptions of the services
being requested.

Customized Routing/QOS/DA, - 2
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section 5.X.

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

' make a fnd

St 57 o

ental
network to accommodate
interconnectors. Therefore, SWBT has
no obfigation to agree to AT&T desires
of ¢onverting feature group C signaling
for direciory assistance call to a 900
number (feature group D signaling).
Rather interconnectors are permitted to
partake of SWBT's nelwork as it
sfands.

Customized Routing/OS/DA - 3
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UNE Ordeﬂ'n d vnso Je)

SWBT Statement of issue:

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

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

ATAT Stlatement of Issue:

A) Should SWBT be required to provide
to AT&T all unbundied 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 UNE ordering, should SWBT be
required to provide. AT&T access to
EASE/LEX to order. UNE loop and port
combinations to provide services similar
fo the services SWBT provides to its end
users?

Alternatively, if SWBT is not ordered to
make EASE/LEX available to order UNE
loop and port combinations and to
pravide services similar to the services
SWBT provides lo its end users, what
system should be made available in the
interitm for UNE transactions pending
further development of the EDI
interfaces?

ATA&T all of the functionality for
ordering and pre-ordering for UNEs
as outlined in Exhibit A (Attached).
Provision of EDY interface would put
AT&T at parity with what SWBT
provides to itself when offering service
to an end user and would allow AT&T
to provide UNE based services loils
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 ba passed on the
electronic intorface. These
disagresements will be resolved
through this arbitration. Howewver, in
the interim of development of EDI,
SWBT should be required to allow
ATET to use EASE/LEX {until both
parties have agreed upon and
developed the necessary elecironic
interfaces) o process orders for UNE
Loop and Port combinations that
ATAT will use to provide POTS
servicea to its end users.

AT&T's language includes dispatch
requiraments and due dales in the
information to be provided via the pre-
order interface. SWBT's proposal
does not, AT&T should have the
capabiiity 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

II1. OPERATIA.L ISSUES

CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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Attachment 7

3.X SWBT will provide an Industry
standard ordering EDI interface to
enable AT&T to perform atl of the
service order functions fisted in
Exhibit A to this Attachment
{including migration, migration
with changes partial migration,
new connects, disconnects,
change orders, records only
order, Qutside Moves, T&F order,
supplemental orders, firm order
confirmation, jeopardies, rejects,
and order completion} for
individual and combinations of
elements {Including individual
sloements, comblnations, TSR to
UNE, and UNE to TSR). SWBT will
make this industry standard
ordering ED! interface generally
avallable for AT&T's use by June
1, 1997, and available for testing
not later than April, 1997. In
addition, AT&T and SWBT agree
to develop a standard format for
{1) ordering and provisioning, {2)
time frame and mechaniziation
requirements for transport and (3)
Common Ues Unbundled Network
Elements {including, but not

limited to signaling and call
related databases, operator

services and directory
assistance), by June 30, 1997, or a

mutually agreed upon date. in any
event, SWBT will make all
unbundled Network Elements

available for ordering and

purchase by AT&T by June 1,
1997,

3 (o B b oAb b
The SWBT OSS interfaces AT&

v lengt "

will use fo access SWBT 0SS
functions should be referenced in the
interconnection agreement. SWBT
Verigate, DataGate, LEX and EDI
interfaces are compiiant with the
Missouri Arbitration Award in
providing UNE preordering and
ordering functions, SWBT and
AT&T interconnection agreament
should reference these inlerfaces as
the available electronic means for
preordering and ordering.

ATAT proposal to use of LEX as an
“interim” interface for ordering UNE
loop and port combinations is
acceptable and is available to AT&T
with SWBT proposed language.
LEX or EDI provides all ordering
functions for UNE, excluding
dedicated transport which will be
available via the industry guideline
based NDM/UNIX Telis system
which AT&T and SWBT ulilize 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 0SSs. The
EASE systems are nol designed 1o
support UNEs, which are usage
sensitive in nature and require
different SWBT 0SS. SWBT EDI
and LEX inferfaces are now
available to fully support UNE, and
therefore, EASE is not required for
UNE.

proposes the following
language:

ATA&T and SWBT agree to
implement an Electronic Galeway
Interface {known as DataGate) and,
or, Varigate, which will be
transaction based, to provide the
preordering information for
Unbundled Network Elements (i.e.,
address verification, service and
feature availability, telephone
number assignment, due date
(available by 1/1/98), dispatch
information on Bdb loop, and SWBT
retail or resale Cuslomer Service
Record {CSR) Information in
English. SWBT and AT&T also
agree to work together to implement
an Electronic Data interface (EDH)
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 ED| now, LEX 40Q87).
For UNEs the order activity types,
for example, may include new
connact, change disconnect, records
change, and migration as specified,
Electronic Gateway Interface and
Verigate for pre-order, and EDIl and
LEX for ordering and provisioning for
the listed slements are available. By
January 1, 1998 SWBT will provide
duse date preordering functionality for
UNE combinations, i.e., loop with
port, based upon funclionality that is
available for equivalent SWBT retail

Operational Issues - 1
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any SWBT dispatch with the dispatch
of its inside Wire Vendor (if
necessary) and the schedule of the
end user.

B) ATAT had proposed interim use of
a modified version of EASE for
procassing UNE transaclions pending
agreement on the specifications for
and further development of the EDI
interfaces. Atits OSS presentation to
the Texas Commission on June 24,
1697, SWBT commented 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 bacause ATET
personne! have received training on
EASE, AT&T believed that this
proposal offered a short-term oplion
pending further development of the
EDI interfaces. Because SWBT
identifies LEX as the interface
available for use in ordering UNEs
individually and in combinations,
ATAT assumes that this alternative
will be more acceptable to SWBT.
Given current difficulties being
experienced in the development of the
ED! interfaces, the availability of some
interim electronic system solution is
critical.

i, OPERATI"\L ISSUES
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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Exhibit A - Attached

3.2.1 SWBT also will make
available to ATE&T [EASE] [LEX], to
be used by AT&T on an interim
baais prior to the development of
an agreed upon UNE ordering
interface, for the processing of
UNE Loop and Port combination,
used to provide POTS service by
ATAT, service orders. The
following otder types may be
processed via [EASE] [LEX]:
Conversion (with changes);
Change (Features, Listings,
InterLATA and IntraLATA [when
avallable] Long Distance PICs);
New Connect; Disconnect; From
and To (change of premises with

same service).

senvices,

2. UNE Ordering and Provisioning

SWBT Statement of issue:

Should SWBT 0SS systems be modified
to accommodsle ordering without
product specification?

Yes, AT&T and SWBT should develop
processes that are as efficient as
possible. Itis inefficient for SWBT to
ask AT&T to provide information that
already exists within SWBT
databases. Requests for already
existing information within SWBT's

Attachment 7

5.X_On a conversion as specified

order, SWBT will not raquire
AT&T to provide daia that already

exists in SWBT's database,

For Resale, AT&T has agreed to
specify the service order detail,
Therein, AT&T is providing aHl
Service end Equipment associate
with Migration orders. This a basic
requirement of order processing
inherent in SWBT OS5S ordering

SWBT proposes the following
language:

ATAT is responsible 1o fully
enumerate the ordering details of the
UNE components lo request SWBT
provisioning of spacifiad elements.

Operational Issues - 2
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AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should AT&T and SWBT be efficient in
the design of their ordering processes
and not be required to provide
information that is already available to
the requesting party?

ndraraas ity
databases also causes additiona!
points for the order to fallout from the
systems as human error is
introduced. To minimize the fallout
and manual work involved which can
slow down the provisicning process,
AT&T should not be required to
provide to SWBT information that
already exists within SWBT.

[11% OPERATIAL ISSUES
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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functionality. The premise for
specification of UNE design is no
different. AT&T should specify the
UNE components it wishes SWBT to
provision. Please consider, AT&T
will migrate customers to end-to-end
UNEs who are not SWBT end users,
but are served via SWBT Resale,
partially SWBT UNEs, or end-to-end
SWBT UNE combinations. If SWBT
were to use it's data, what amount
would AT&T send? {t 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
requesls, AT&T should specify the
data that it requests SWBT
accurately provision.

There is simply no requirement that
SWHBT itself determine as part of the
UNE ordering process what UNEs
AT&T needs to accomplish AT&T's
objective in providing a particular
sarvice. AT&T can ilself obtain that
information by using the appropriate
SWBT operating support system
services, which are available to
ATAT. As the FCC has explained,
“requesting carriers must specify to
incumbent LECs the network
elements they seek before they can
cbtain such elements on an
unbundled basis.”

For these reasons, SWBT language
should be adopted. )

3. UNE Ordering and Provisioning

SWBT Statement of Issue:
=

Yes, it is beneficiat to both | Aftachment?7
corporations to abide by industry
guidelines. AT&T does not wish | 7.X When ordering elemantsI

SWBT has agreed to utilize national
guidelines in deploying and
maintaining its 0SS interfaces.

Operational Issues - 3
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Should SWBT be required to adhere to
every national guidefine 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?

ATET Statement of Issue:

Should UNE ordering and provisioning
be based upon indusiry guidelines

developed by Standards Bodies in which

both parties are participants?

A
u} o

SWEBT to impose ordefing 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
orderad through standard OBF fields
without having to use propristary
codes fransmitted 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.

L OPERATH.L ISSUES
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&‘m LNt g M Y

including either Cusfomer-
Specific Combinations or
Common-tJse Combinations,
AT&T may complete the order and
specify the functionality of that
Combination using national
standards for ordering and
provisloning. i.e, it will be
nocessary and sufficient for AT&T
to complete all fislds on the LSR
that the OBF has dosignated as
required {or as conditional, if the

condition is satisfied), unless
both parties agroe otherwise.

wdliisl A
SWBT ulifizes these guidelines as
they are applicable to SWBT
business requirernants, not alt are
applicable not are all fislds idenlified
that will be required. SWBT will
provide AT&T with its Local Service
Order Requirements, (LSOR} based
upon the OBF Local Service
Ordering Guidslines (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.
Whan 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 (Belicore) of
identifying network components. NC
and NCI codes are very similar lo
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 of these
codes and processes are an
appropriate way to provision,
maintain, and modify UNEs.

4. Interim Number Porlability - LIDB
data

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

Attachment 14

6.X SWBT agrees fo populate its

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
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BT Statement of Issue:

Shouid SWBT update and or modify
existing dala in its L!IDB when AT&T
ports a customer using INP?

ATST Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT update and or modify
oxisting data in its LIDB when ATST
ports a customer using INP and supplies
the LIDB data using industry standard
forms?

A

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 funclionglity (e.g. collect/third
party call blocking), SWBT should not
remove the existing customer dala
from its LIDB. For an INP order,
SWBT {if unchecked) is proposing to
delete the existing customer record in
their LIDB and requites AT&T to re-
populate the LIDB using SWBT's
Service Management System (SMS).
No other RBOC has imposed this
completely unnecessary requirement
on ATAT.

SWBT claims that the FCC's First
Report and Order, ] 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 Inferconnection Order is

irrelevant lo SWBT's obligation to
provide INP in accordance with the
FCC's regulations. Under the Federat
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 lo the OSS
function requires that SWBT do the

I OPERATI&L ISSUES
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;k. »
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 and
adminisirative contracts. _
Alternatively, AT&T may provids
the LIDB jnformation using the
standard QBF fields as defined In
the LSOG (Local Services Crder

Guide).

LSk He
directly update or modify its data in
L!DB. Paragraph 493 of the
Interconnection Order requires
SWBT to “provide eccess, on an
unbundled basis, to the service
management system (SMS}, which
allow compslitors to create, modify,
or update information in call-rslated
databases”, |n Paragraph 494 the
FCC finds that “competing provide
access o 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]lommenters argue that they
need equal access to incumbent
LECs’ SMS to write or populate their
own information in call-related
dalabases” and references AT&T as
one of the commentors that so
argued. The FCC further concludes
in paragraph 494 that “whatever
mathod 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
ATAT equivalent access to the SMS.
SWBT provides an Interactive
Interface that is equivalent fo the
dial-up access of SWBT's database
administration center. SWBT
provides a Service Order Entry
Interface that is equivalent to the
bulk transfer foed SWBT uses to

SWBT will provide AT&T with
interfaces that allow AT&T to access
SWBT's LIDB service management
system (SMS). These inferfaces 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
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b b e b
same for new entrants, 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 LIDB just as it updates
other databases such as 811/E911
and directory listings.

SWBT also claims that there are
security reasons that kesp it from
updating the LIDB. ATAT finds it
peculiar that SWBT singles out this
particutar database when it today
updates its own switch, directory
listings, 911/E911 etc.. with the
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 Repert and Order,
Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions in The
Telscommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-98 (August 8,
1996)("First Report and Qrder").

update its own records from service
orders. SWBT provides a Tape
Load Facility Interface that is
equivalent to the tape load process
SWBT uses for initial product loads.
SW8T provides a LIDB Editor
Interface that is equivaient to the
emergency update process SWBT
uses when the SMS Is down or
otherwise unable io communicate
with LIDB.

In paragraph 494, the FCC provided
an example of what it considered
equivalen! access: “For example, if
the incumbent LEC inputs
information into the SMS using
magnetic tapes, the competitive
carrior must be able to create and
subrmit magnetic tapes for the
incumbent to input into the SMS in
the same way the incumbent inputs
its own magnetic tapes” (emphasis
added). This SWBT has done.
ATAT asks that SWBT be forced lo
develop funclionalities beyond the
requirements of the Act and the FCC
Order, .
SWBT cannot feasibly meet AT&T
request and still meet the
requirements of the FCC's
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 cannot view or modify the
data of another LSP or SWBT. This
security capability drives off of
record creation. f AT&T creates its
own customer data, as the FCC
decided, then SWBT can keep other
companies from accessing_, viewing,

Operational Issues - 6
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modifying, or delsting the AT&T
customer dala. if, on the other hand,
SWBT creates AT&T s data, and
then provides AT&T with its
equivalent, access to the SMS
{which SWBT is obligated to do
hased on the FCC's Intarconnection
QOrder), then AT&T gains access to
all of SWBT's customer records and
the customer records of evary 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.

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 the! assigns multiple Billing
Account Numbers (BANs) within a
Regional Accounling Cffice (RAO)
because of SWBT systems deficiencies?

b. May AT&T order resale or UNE
service on the basis of a single BAN per
RAO?

a. No. ltis more efficient for SWBT
to assign AT&T one BAN each, per
RAOQ for residential and business
customers. AT&T's request is
technically feasible and can be
implemented by SWBT. To the extent
that deficiencies exist in SWBT's
billing systems, AT&T is willing to
work with SWBT. A more efficient
automated service order and billing
process is beneficial to the industry as
manual intervention always feaves
room for human error that could cause
fallouts of service orders.

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

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

Attachment 9: BHling-UNE

2.X SWBT will assign to AT&T
one Billing 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 assign to AT&T

one Billing Account Number
(BAN) per Reglonal Accounting

Cffice (RAQ) for consumer and

one BAN per RAQ for business.

Billing - UNE Attachment 9, Section
25

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

Attachment 9: Billing - UNE

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 Residance and
Business for unbundled network.
slements.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Resale Attachment 4 - Connectlivity
Billing

SWBT proposes the following
{anguage:

SWBT and AT&T have mutually
agreed thal SWBT will provide a
BAN for each billing period for

Operational Issues - 7
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the Texas arbitration, SWBT's wilness

referred lo agreement on the concept
of a “mega-bill.” Under the proposed
“‘mega-bil” compromise, SWBT would
render monthly to AT&T a summary
bill for each RAQ — one for resale and
one for unbundled network
elements/mutual compensation. That
“mega-bill” would be accompanied by
separale detail data files; the billing
data in the detait data would be
aggregated at the LATA level, rather
than the RAO.

As AT&T has advised SWBT, this
“mega-bill' compromise offers a
salisfactory solution to the RAQ/LATA
billing issue, but only f AT&T may
order resale or UNE service on the
basis of a single BAN per RAQ, 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.

residence end-users within a RAQC
and a BAN for each billing period for
Business within the RAQ.

6. UNE Provisioning and Ordering

Should SWBT and AT&T have to jointly
devalop process melrics requirements
for new processes and slectronic
interfaces that are implemented between
AT&T and SWBT?

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.

Attachment 7

8.X When new processes and
sloctronic interfaces are

implemented between AT&T and
SWBT, SWBT and AT&T wiil
dovelop process metrics
requirements. Implementation of
slich measurements are subject
to future agresments by SWBT
and AT&T. All such process
metrics wiil be subject to review
quarterly and subject to
maodification or dlscontinyancs.

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 intarfaces, it would be
improper to impose performance
metrics associated with the
individual OSS interfaces, functions
or processes. These new
interfacas, new users, and new
procedures require and will receive
close monitoring and an extensive

SWBT proposes the folowing
language:

When SWBT implements new
processes or eleclronic 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 nolify AT&T of
SWBT's performance expectations
for the new procass or elactronic
interface. SWBT will provide
performance rasults to AT&T at 90

Operational lssues - 8
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Attachment 2

7.X_When new processes snd
slectronic interfaces are
implemented between AT&T and
SWBT, SWBT and AT&T whi
develop process metrics
requirements. Implementation of
such measuroments are subject
to future agreements by SWBT
and AT&T. All such process
metrica will be subject to review

gquarterly and subject to

modification or discontinuance.

LAl v o
process improvement actions as a
part of ongoing implementation.
Howaever, this new environment
does not support the proper
establishment of meaningful
measursments or comparisons,

day intervals until two successive
sels of results meet expectations.

SWET 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 malerially affects any other
portion of this Agreement. In such
case, SWBT will also notify ATAT of
SWBT's performance expectations
for the new process or electronic
interface. SWBT will provide
performance results to AT&T at 90
day intervals until two successive
sats of results meet expectations.

7. UNE Provisioning and Ordering

SWBT Statement of Issue;

May AT&T impose the conditions for all
preordering, ordering, and provisioning
functions for rasold services lo
unbundled network elements?

AT&T Statement of lssue:

Should SWBT be requirad 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 sefvice to its end
users equivalent to the service AT&T will

Yeos. AT&T should be provided
access lo 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
1.

Attachment 3

SWBT will provide AT&T with
information which will allow AT&T
to inform its customers using the
services coverad by this
attachment of missed
appointments, within the same
fime 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, SWBT will
provide pre-order, ordering and

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

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Attachment 3

When ATAT utilizes Electronic
Bonding Interface for Repair
functions SWBT will provide AT&T
with information which will allow
ATAT 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
appaintments will be missed.

Attachment 7

1.X For all UNEs and Combinations

Opeorational Issues - 9
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,irij oty
provisioning services equal in quality
and speed (speed to be measurad
from the time SWBT receives the
service order from AT&T) to the
sarvices SWBT provides to its end
users for an sguivalent service.
When UNEs are ordered In
combination, for example, loop
and switch port, the service must
be supported by all the
functionailties provided to
SWET's local exchange sorvice
customers. This will include but
is not limited to, MLT testing,
Dispatch scheduling, and Real
time Due Date assignment. The
ordering and provisioning to
support these services will be
provided In an efficient manner
which moots or exceeds the
performance metrics SWBT
achieves when providing the
equivalent end user services to an
end user.

ordered SWBT will provide
preordering, ordering, and
provisioning services equal in quality
and spead (speed tc be measured
by the time SWBT receives the
service order from AT&T) to the
senvices SWBT provides to its end
users for an analogous retail service.
When UNEs are ordered in
combination, for example, loop and
switch port, the elements will be
supported by all the funclionalities
provided to SWBT's local exchange
service customers. This will include,
but is not limited to, MLT testing,
Dispatch scheduling, and analogous
retail service Due Dates availability
by January 1, 1998.

8a. UNE Provisioning and Ordering

Should SWBT develop the capability
to perform pre-testing and to provide

test resulls to AT&T by January of
19987

Yas. The parties had agreed to
include in a interconnection
agreement language providing pre-
testing and providing test results in
support of both UNE and Resale
services where available. In further
discussions, SWBT has indicated that
it will never be available. AT&T's
proposed language will commit the
parties to develop the capability within
a reasonable timeframe. When
turning up new service, it is imperative
that AT&T manage the reliability of the
customer's service being provisioned.
AT&Ts language is a reasonable
measure to provide some assurance
that the processes developed

Attachment 7: O & P UNE

6.X SWBT will perform pre testing
and will provide in writing thard
copy} or electronically, as
directed by AT&T, all test and turn
up results in support of
Unbundied Network Elements or
Combinations ordered by
AT&T.This capability will be
available by Jauary 1998 or as
agreed by the Parties.

Attachment 2: O & P-Resale

4 X. SWBT will perform pre-
hstlng and will Brovlde In writlng

No! 1. SWBT does not do testing
(transmission and noise) on POTS
services today and we will not
perform any on combined UNE
switch ports and standard loops. 2.
There is no OSS available o
manage this test data. 3. iInstallers
and Frame personnel who perform
these installations do not have test
sets for paerforming tests. 4. "SWBT
will perform pre-testing” has never
been defined. 5. SWBT does not
foresee a purpose for these tests in
a customer environment. SWBT
should not be required to develop
functionality for one LSP that will
negalively impact service to other

{SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

Operational fssues - 10
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batween the parties will function
offectively. ATAT has proposed a
date certain of January , 1998 at
which time this capability is to be
available.
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! ibcandeh - b woie.” b

{hard copy) or elactronically, as
directed by ATAT, al! test and turn
up results in support of Resale
services ordered by AT&T. This
capability will be available by Jauary
1998 or as agreed by the Parlies.

L e o

LSPsor SBT.

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

Bb. Should all billing and usage data

provided for under the
Interconnection Agreement, (e.g.,
mutual compensation, resale, UNE)
be deliverad to AT&T in a single
transmission in CABS-like format?

Yes. Allbilling 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 flor each cycle
should be provided to AT&T in a
single transmission. This
transmission would include billing and
usage data for mutual compensation,
as well as resale, unbundtled 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 proposad Section 12.2 to
Attachment 9, providing for a single
billing transmission, should be
approved.

Attachmont 9

12.X Billing for mutual

compensation will be in
accordance with a CABS format

bitling system to be implemented
as sooh as possible after the

Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF)
issues its final CABS release. To

the extent that there are no CABS
standards governing the
formatting of certatn data, such
data will be issued in the CABS-
like format mutually agreed by the
Parties by July 1, 1997. All usage
information will be presented to
ATAT on a single transmisslon.

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 a standard format. Thisis
accomplished by the existing
industry standard billing systems,
The existing industry billing systems
vary depending on the jurisdiction of
the traffic. CABS is ufilized for [XC
carried interstate and intrastate
access. This Primary Carrier
system has been modified to also
accommodate focal 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 {irst
implemented in Missouri between all
the LECs in July 1988 in response to
the Missouri Public Servica
Commission Case No, TO-84-222,
For ease of use, the infercompany

SWRBT proposas the following
language:

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

Operational lIssues - 11
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MEsEWY

mutual compensation bill can be
provided on diskette or on paper,
The hill incorporates all the existing
access billing elements (i.e., focal
transport, end office swilching, CCL.
etc.) at an end office level.

Changes to the Primary Carrier
billing process to accommodate an
LSPs unigue 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 intercennection 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
Bifling Information System (1BIS) for
contractual agreements in its
standard format and from CRIS for
resals. SWB provides standard
access billing fo all companies, We
do not provide unique intercompany
mutual compensation billing formats.
If an LSP agrees to participate in the
mutual compensation plan in one
SWB stats, the plan remains similar
in the other SWB states. This
standardization allows the LSP lo
have intercompany mutual
compensation with over 150 LECs in
SWB territory. Southwestern Bell
administers a clearinghouse process
that is necessary for settling
alternately billed messages (calling
card, 3" number, collect) for all

Operational Issues - 12
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LECs and LSPs in SWB territory.
This process ulilizes the same
records that are used for
intercompany intraLATA toll andt
local compensation. The CABS
process has no provisions for the
sattlement or billing of these
messages.

9.

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT be able to establish an
EDI gateway based upon its business
requirements in advance of standards 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-
usé unbundled network elements?

Yes. AT&T's ianguage 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. tis nol clear
why SWBT would resist and object to
AT&T's language to use and to abide
by OBF guidelines.

It is advantageous for all LSPs to
utilize nationafly-accepted standards
for ordering and provisioning
whenever possible. National
standards are developed in an effort
to promote the spread of competition
across slate 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 Combinatlons will be
identifled and described by ATAT
so that they can be ordered and
provisioned together. All
elements and functionaiities will
be enumerated using OBF defined
fields (e.g., Pulse, Sgnl (signallng},
TBE {Tell Billing Indicater,
Feature, Feature Detail) and
industry standard formats.

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
utifizes these guidslines as they are
applicable to SWBT business
requirernents, not all are. In
addition, SWBT has negoliated in
advance of standards many times
with AT&T and astablished 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
codasels, the industry has vet to
scratch the surface. SWBT is
nondiscriminatorily utilizing its own
complete set of product, service, and
element identification codes to
accurately provision, maintain, and
maodify 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
nationa! code sets, deploying

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

Operational Issues - 13

10/2197



L. OPERATI

AL ISSUES

CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

complete e s
gateways will take years.

To illustrate how unique this potential
sHuation is, consider for exampie, a
retailer like Walmart. Walmart is-
extremely stringent of its suppliers
s0 it may accurately and efficientiy
identify the products it needs via EDI
ordering processes. However,
Welmart does not demand that all
manufacturers of similar items create
common product codes. Walmart
does require that each manufacturer
have a unigue identification number
and a universal product code (UPC)
for each product. It is Walmart, the
rotailer, that manages these product
coda classifications and
modifications. Further, when
Walmart orders products, it specifies
exactly what should be delivered and
where. Likewise, LSPs have the
responsibility of ordering products or
alemants based upon each
“manufacturer's” product identifiers
and specify where and how to “ship”
products to defined locations.

Qperational Issues - 14
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i i Langus jexae of ¥ QUS04
‘ 1. Yeos. AT&T should be able to provide | Attachment 6 SWET intends to provide UNEs fo (SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
i a service using UNE elements ATAT individually or in combination. {anguage.}
. SWBT Statement of Issue: equivalent to that provided by SWBT 2.X When ATAT orders unbundled | Nevertheless, AT&T demands that
to its customers. SWBT's business Network Eloments in combination, SWBT undertake additional duties
By ordering “combinations” of UNEs, end “policy” posilions conspire to and identifies to SWBT the type of that are not required by the Act or by
may AT&T force SWBT to choose what lower the level of service, limit the telecommunications service It this Commission. AT&T wants to
UNEs AT&T will need for the desired functionality, and raise the price of intends to deliver to its end-user order what it calls a UNE "platform”
service and provide them at rates which UNEs in such a way that would customer through that from SWBT. This means AT&T
are less than the sum of the respective discourage compelition in Missouri. combination {e.g., POTS, ISDN}, seeks the right to specify a retail
rates for each constituent element? SWBT will provide the requested service and then require SWBT to
Through the loops, swilches, transport | elements with all the functionality, identify and assemble the combination
AT&T Stalement of |ssue: facilities, and other elements that and with at least the same quality of UNEs necessary to provide that
comprise the SWBT network, SWBT of performance and operations service. AT&T would then cbligate
When AT&T orders a combination of is able to market and deliver systems support (ordering, SWBT to provide that “platform” at
unbundled network elements, and telecommunications services to ils provisioning, maintenance, billing less than the sum of respsclive rates
specifies the service it intends to provide | customers with a certain range of and recording), that SWBT established for each consfituent UNE.
using that combination (e.g., POTS, functionality, quality, and speed. If provides through its own network This strategy should ba rejected for
ISDN), should SWBT provide the AT&T and other LSPs are to have the | to its local exchange servics five principal reasons.
requested elements with at least the opportunity to compete successfully customers receiving equivalent
same functionality, performance quality, for local service customers using service, unloss ATET requestis a First, SWET cannot be obligated to
and operations systems support that is unbundled network elemenls, their lesser or greater quality of choose the UNEs necessary for
available fo SWBT for providing access to SWBT's UNEs must performance through the Special ATAT to provide a service. SWBT
equivalent service to its customers? provide them the opportunity at least Request process. For example, has configured ils systems to process
to match the funclionality, quality, and | leop/swiich port comhinations orders for resold services {as such)
speed of service offered by SWBT ordered by AT&T for POTS,service | and orders for UNEs (as such). This
through those same elaments. will include, without fimitation, MLY |} is consistent with the FCC's
SWBT's implementation plans, testing, real time due date requirement that UNEs be offered
however, made manifest in confract assignment, dispatch schaduling, separalely, for a separate charge, 47
negofiations, are certain to deny service tum-up without Interruption | C.F.R. § 51.307(d), as well as the
AT&T access to unbundled elements | of customer service, and speed and | requirement that "an incumbent LEC
on a parity basis with SWBT itseif. quality of maintenance. at parity must provide, upon request,
with SWBT's delivery of service to nondiscriminatory access lo
This issus arises in several contexls. its POTS customers served operations supporl systems functions
When SWBT uses a loop and swilch through equivatent SWBT lcop and | for pre-ordering, ordering,
port ta serve a POTS customer, the swiltch ports. Network elomont provisioning, maintenance and repair,
customer's loop is automatically tested | combinations provided to AT&T by | and billing of UNEs under section
by the Mechanized Loop Testing SWET will meet or exceed all 251(c)(3) and resold services under
{MLT) system in the local switch. performance criteria and section 251{c)(4).” Inferconnection
Proactive maintenance is provided lo moasurements that SWBT achieves | Order [l 525. However, there simply
the customer through the Local whoen providing equivalent end- is no requirement that SWBT itself
Maintenance Operation System. user service fo its local exehango determine as part of the UNE ordering
Une Parity - 1
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When AT&T orders that same loop
and switch port to serve a POTS
customer, however, SWBT plans to
reclassify the slements as "designed
circuits®, efiminate MLT testing of the
loop, and maintain them under a non-
automated Work Force Administration
system. To take another example,
when a prospective POTS customer
calls a SWBT customer service
representative, SWBT s operations
support systems provide that
cuslomer service representative with
electronic access to dispatch
requirements and due dale
information. However, SWBT holds to
the position that its aperations support
systems will not provide AT&T
customer service representatives with
that same information when they seek
lo order unbundled network elements
to provide comparable service to the
same prospective POTS customars.
Similarly, when a SWBT customer
service representative completes an
order for POTS service, SWBT's
syslems automatically flow through
the relevant information o populate
tha LIDB databasa. Although AT&T
will be required to provide the relevant
information for LIDB on its orders for
unbundled network elements, SWBT
has sel up ils systems so thal this
"flow-through” capability will not be
available to AT&T of other LSPs,
Rather, each LSP will have to develop
an alternative system for populating
SWBT's LIDB database with
information for the LSP"s customers,

In each of thasa instancas, the sama
difference in perspective separates

1V. UNE PARITY
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ssrvice cusfomers

ISDN}.

., POTS.

process what UNEs AT&T needs to
accomplish AT&T's objective in
providing a particular service. AT&T
can oblain that Information by using
the appropriate SWBT operation
support services, which are available
to AT&T. As the FCC has explained,
“requesting carriers must specify to
incumbent LECs the network
elements they seek befare lhey can
oblain such elernents on an
unbundled basis.” Id. Ed 297. AT&T
bears the rasponsibility for deciding
what UNEs o order.

Second, AT&T wants SWBT to
combine UNEs into a “platform™ and
provide them at less than the sum of
their separate unbundled rates. in
this manner, AT&T hopes to eliminate
the non-recurring charge associated
with each separate element. SWBT is
not required to comply with ATETs
request bacause it would unjustifiably
permit AT&T to avoid payment of the
separale unbundled rates to which
SWBT is entitled under the Act.

Under the cost-based rales for UNEs,
each element has associated with it a
moenthly recurring rate and, at the time
the element is ordered, & non-
recurring rate. With its proposed
contract language, AT&T will seek to
eliminate the non-recuning rate 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 be offered on an “unbundled
basis” {Section 261(c)3}, and that
these elements be separately offered

Une Parity - 2
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SWET and AT&T. SWBT disclaims
eny obligation fo make the network
elements available to AT&T and other
LSPs so that they may use those
elements on a par with SWBT (lo the
extant technically feasible) in
competing lo provide
{elecommunications service to
cuslomers. Rather, SWBT maintains
that it does not provide unbundled
network elements "to itself” and that
its only obligation is to provide equal
access 1o unbundled network
elements to all LSPs. According o
SWHBT, it is irrelevant if that equal
access |eaves all the LSPs ata
substantial disadvantage to SWBT in
competing for POTS customers.

This Commission's 12/11/96
Arbitration Award eslablished that
SWBT must provide unrestricted
access to the unbundled network
elements identified by the
Commission. (Arbitration Award at p.
13.) The recent 8% circuit court July
18, 1997 decision in fowa Utilities
Board v. FCC states that LSPs may
not be required to own or control any
of their own local exchange facilitiss
before they can purchase or use
unbundled elements to provide a
telecommunications service. This
ruling opened an important pathway
by which LSPs will be able to use
unbundled network elements to offer
compefitive services to Missouri
ceonsumers. A new entrant may order
from SWBT the complete combination
of elements needed In order to deliver
telecommunications service to a retail
customer through a physical
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and separately priced {47 C.F.R. (1
51.307(d) (1997)).

SWBT is entitled to make and collact
a separate charge for each separate
UNE. There may be systems,
databases and records that must be
updated in order to provide that UNE
to ATET. These costs are included in
the non-recurring charge associated
with each UNE, and SWBT has the
right to recover these costs.

Third, AT&T s request is an excellent
example of its “sham” unbundling or
de facto resale. Indeed, AT&T's
attempt is an unmistakable gambit to
avoid the mandales of the Act.
Forcing SWBT ta offer up UNEs in
combination in this manner will not
only allow AT&T to create a “service®
without installing any facilities, but
atso allow it fo obtain those UNEs at
less than the specified UNE rates.
This is totally unjustified under the
FTA. While SWBT will offer UNEs to
a non-fecilities based LSP like ATST,
consistent with Section 251(c)3) of
the Act, It certainly is not required also
to choose what LINEs lo provide and
lo recover less than the full unbundled
rate.

ATAT seeks to convert SWBT's retail
customers “as is” fo AT&T's
repackaged unbundled network
sarvice offerings and to avoid paying
service aclivation and other
nonrecurting charges associated with
the provisioning of those unbundled
network elements. This is AT&T's
latest attempt in a series lo rewrite the

Une Parity - 3
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configuration of network faciliies that
Is unchanged from the facilities that
serve the customer today. This UNE
"platform,” offers an economic,
marketing, and technical basis for
transition to facilittes-based
compelilion.

The FCC and each of the slate
commissions in SWBT's traditional
tocal service territory all agree that
LSPs may purchase and use the UNE
platform for compefilive entry, without
& requirement that the LSP ownits
own faciliies. See FCC Order, 1] 331;
Kansas Arbitration Order at 43,
Missousi Arbitration Order at 13;
Texas award at 16; Arkansas
Arbitration Order at 28; Oklahoma
Arbitration Qrder Regarding
Unresolved Issues at 5. SWBT,
however, coiinues to resist the UNE
platform at every hurn, not onty by its
appeals, where it characterizes the
UNE platform as “sham unbundling,”
but alsa In its contract negotiations
and UNE impismentation plans.
SWBT's plans for UNE
implementation wilt effectively deny
LSPs the capability to compsle for
POTS customers via the UNE
platform,

This proposed AT&T language
direclly addressas 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 daliver equivalent
sewvice to the end-user customer,
AT&T will indicale on orders for
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chirdod of fxeliides
law to its own liking and lo obtain
unfawful and discriminatory
preferences.

Section 262(d)3) says how the
wholasale discount for SWBT's resold
services Is to be determined and
directs that it be on the basis oi retail
rates less SWBT's avoided cosls.
Pursuant to the direclive, this
Commission delermined the discount
lo be 19.2% for SWBT in Missouri.

Mot content with the 19.2% discount,
ATAT seeks o order the same relail
service for resale at a higher effective
discount simply by labeling it as an
order for unbundled network elements
or a “UNE Platform”, SWBT estimates
thatl AT&T can raise the discount from
19.2% to approximately 50 - 70%,
which is consistent with AT&T's
objective all along to achieve a
wholesale discount of between 35%
and 60%.

Indeed, AT&T's General Counsel
John Zeglis has now admitted that
this was ATAT s objective. Speaking
to a group of investment analysts, Mr.
Zeylis recently stated: “Another way
1o resell, and one that figures
prominently in our plans, is what
we've been calling the unbundled
network element.” [Emphasis Added),
Using Pennsylvania as an example,
Mr. Zeglis said this causes the
wholesale discount Yo increase from
26.9% to a 52% discount for a
customer who buys $25 of long
disiance and $5 of local toll per month
and a 64% discount for a $75 toll

Une Perity - 4
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combinations of elements the type of
service it Intends to deliver over those
elements (a.g., POTS, ISDN) -
indeed, this is a requirement of the
ordering processes developed in
implementation of the Missouri
Interconnection Agreement. In turn,
SWBT will be required to provide the
requesied elemenls with ail of the
funclionality, and wilh al least the
same quality of performance and
operations systems support, that
SWEBT provides through its own
network to its local exchange
customers receiving squivalent
service, Unless LSPs are provided
with access to SWBT's UNEs in a
manner that provides them with an
opportunity to deliver equivalent
service to end-user customers, then
the access to unbundled netwaork
elements previously ordered by this
Commission will remain access in
name only.
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[ ERATeIY e b b
customer with $5 of intral ATA toll.
Mr. Zeglis goes on o suggesti two
other favorable aspects of this so-
called resale option that appeal to his
company. {1} the avoidance of
accass charges {despite Congress
expressly preserving the existing
access charge schema in
subsections 251(d)3) and 251(g)};
and (2} the opportunity lo collect {or
forego colfecling) 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. 5-8. The palent unfaimess
and absurdity of AT&T's rebundling
argument is further demonstrated by
this approach. In the 8™ circuit case,
the court held that although the
petitioners may order all the UNEs
necessary to provide a lelephone
service without owning any facilities,
such provisioning is significantly
diffarant than resale. As the 8% circuit
held at Par. 148, in determining that
the obligation to combine UNEs fall
exclusively to the requesting carrier,
the court stated “a carrer providing
services through UNEs must make up
front investments that need not be
done for resale.

Here, AT&T wants to take the matter
a step further and not even pay the
non-recurting costs of provisicning
the unbundled network elements. The
effect of this proposal would be to
substantially increase the effective
discount even further than the
approximately 50% - 70%, based on
SWBT's estimate, AT&T reasons
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that, since there allegedly is no
change in the features or functionality
necassary to serve the "as is”
customer, it should not have o pay
any non-fecurring charges.

ATAT cannot have it both ways —
namely, calling its service unbundied
for one purpose and ltreating it as
strict resale in ancther. Clearly, it
cosls SWBT more, even in an "as is”
context, to provision unbundled
network elements than it does to
provide a retail service via resale, and
In the pravisioning of unbundied
network elements more is involved
than just a service order change. In
the retail context, SWBT is not
required to identify or to bill for the
individual network elements and can
implement the service with relatively
littte change. The epposite is truein
the case of unbundled network
elements where it is incumbent on the
; ordering catrer to specify the desired
elements; for them to be separately
provisioned and hilled as
components. Designating the change
1 order "as is* does not simplify the
process and, in facl, complicates it by
shifling to SWBT the respansibility to
determine what unbundled network
elements are needed or desired by
the carrier. AT&T can, of course,
avold these charges by ordering the
bundledfresold service. What it
cannot or should not ba allowed to do
is order the unbundled service and
then seek to avoid the associated
unbundling costs or its responsihility
fo designate the individual elements
ordered. That result would be

Une Parity - 6
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confrary to Section 252(d){1) which
allows the provisioning camier 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
cosls.

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 o
UNE-based service with minimal end
user customer service interruplion,

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

2. Ordering, Provisioning, and
Maintenance: Access lo Information

SWBT Slatement of |ssue;

May AT&T diclate 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&T Statement of Issue:

Shoutd SWBT provide AT&T with parity
in pre-ordering, ordering, and
provisioning precesses in terms of
access to information?

Yes. SWBT should be required o
provide its end user due date end
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 Port combination
POTS customer). SWBT should not
put AT&T at a competitive
disadvantage by not allowing access
fo information that SWBT can provide
to its customers,

SWBT should also be obligated to

Atiachment 7 - UNE Ordeying and
Provisloning ,

2.X SWBT and ATAT agree to work
together to implement the Electronic
Gateway Interface (EGI) used for
resold services that provides non-
discriminatory access to SWBT's pre-
order process. AT&T and SWBT
agree fo implement ths electronic
interface, which will be transaction
based, to provide the pre-service
ordering information {i.e., address
verification, service and feature
avallability, telephone number
assignment, dispatch requirements,
dus date and Customer Service
Record (CSR) informaticn), subject to

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

As the 8™ circuit found SWBT is
required to provide access on an
unbundled basis to its “existing
network - not to & yet unbuilt superior
one” p. 144. This applies directly lo
AT&T's demand for these superior
0S8 functions.

In addition, the manual process AT&T
seeks to raquire SWBT lo implement
until the B55 transaclion is available js
a tremendous, onerous process.
Although SWBT is wﬂllng fo parform

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.}
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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 ils customer of the situation.

The FCC recognizes that
nondiscriminatory access fo the
ILEC's operations support systems "is
vital to creating opportunities for
meaningful competiton.” FCC Crder
at ] 518. The FCC thus concluded
that "an incumbent LEC must provide
nondiscriminatory access o their
operation support systems functions
for pre-ordering, ordering,
provisioning, maintenance and repair,
and billing available to the LEC itseff.
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.” fd. at 1523. The FCC
required ILECs lo meet the
requirement of nondiscriminatory 0SS
access by January 1, 1997. Id at
525.

SWBT has failed to meet this
requirement in its iImplementation
negotiations with AT&T. SWBT has
delayed and resisted providing AT&T
with access to OSS functions that will
enable AT&T to pre-order, order, and
provislon UNE service for its
customers with the same quality and
speed that SWBT uses lo serve its
retall customers, confrary to the
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conditions as set forth n
Attachment 2: Ordering and
Provisioning - Resale, Paragraph 1.X.

Attachment 2

4.X SWBT will provide AT&T an 855
EDI transaction-hased reply when

SWBT's committed Due Date (DD)
Is in jeopardy of not being met by
SWBT on any Resale service,
which will concurrently provide the
revised due date. SWBT and AT&T
agrea to identify a mutually
acceptablo date for Implementation
of the 855 EDI transaction-hased
reply no later than January 1, 1997.
SWBT may satisfy its obligations
under this paragraph by providing
AT&T access through the alectronic
interface to a database which
identifies due dates in jeopardy and
provides revised due dalas as soon
as they have been aslahllsl]ed by
SWBT. On an interim manual basis,
until the 855 transaction is
avallable, SWBT and AT&T will
establish mutually acceptable
methods and procedures for handling
the processas for a jeopardy
notification and missed appoinimants.

Attachment 7

6.X SWBT and AT&T agree to
Identify a mutually acceptable date

for iImplementation of the 855 EDI
transaction-hased reply when
SWBT's committed Due Date (DD} is
in jeopardy of not being met by SWBT
oh any Unbundled Network Elements
or Combinations no later than
A .

it is SWBT's position that AT&T
should not have tha right to dictate to
SWBT what systems it will provide
and when it will make such systems
available when they are systems that
SWBT does not have in place and
does not use in connection with
serving its own customers. Rather,
the systems proposed by AT&T go
beyond that which SWBT provides for
itself and consequently, AT&T's
language shoutd be stricken from the
Agreement, and SWBT's language
providing that it will provide the 855
fransaction to AT&T "when available™
and In the interim, will provide the
function on a manual basis “where
available,” should be included in such
Agreement.

As the FCC recently found, ordering
and provisioning of UNE has no
analogue {o relail {|.e. resale). As
such, AT&T's demands that UNE be
avallable with the same ordering and
provisioning as resale (which AT&T
cloaks in the term parity) is without
foundation (Paragraph 141, FCC CC
Docket No. 87-137, released August
19, 1997).
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requirements of Section 251(c)3) of
the Act end the FCC's very plain,
specific interpretation. This
resistance has manifested ltself in
disagreements over a number of
provisions in Attachmert 7: Ordearing
and Provisioning - Unbundled
MNetwork Elements.

Far example, AT&T's proposed
language at right which will appear in
Attachment 7 would include dispatch
requirements and due dale in the
categories of information that would
be avallable to AT&T via 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 faciliies (i.e.,
network elements) as AT&T s retsll
customers served through unbundled
network elements. SWBT has agreed
to provide this information via
electronic interface for resale pre-
ordering. See Altachment 2. The
FCC liself has said that, "to the extent
that customer service representatives
of the incumbent have access

to . . . service interval information
during customer contacts, the
incumbent must provide the same
access o competing providers.” FCC
Order at §j 523.

SWBT's 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 ifs position
thal it doas not "order UNEs" or
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il
January 4, 1997. SWBT wil
concurrently provide the revised due
date. SWBT may safisfy its
obligations under this paragraph by
providing AT&T access through the
eleclronic interface to a database
which identifies due dates in jeopardy
and provides revised due dates as
soon as they have been established
by SWBT. On aninterim manual
basis, until the 855 transaction is
available, SWBT and AT&T will
esiablish mutually acceptable
methods and procedures for handling
the processes for a jeopardy
notification or missed appointment.

8.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.

Altachment 8 .
6.X_..When a network olot‘unt is
dedicated to AT&T, SWBT must
work with ATAT to scheduls
malntenance. SWBT must make
reasonahble accommodatlons to
AT&T when scheduling the
maintenance of a dedlcated
network element.

In addition AT&T altempts to insert
{anguage 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 thal UNE be
offered at a quality equal to that which
SWRT 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 a set of arbitrary
“superior” performance slandards -
SWBT is only required to provide

UNE al a quality which is equal to that
provided to cthers 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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"provida UNE service” lo itself, so that
its fatlure to provide such information
Is not discriminatory. If SWBT is
sericus about this posltion, it
misapprehends the fundamental
nature of the 251(c){3) requirement
that UNEs must be provided on terms
that are nondiscriminatory. The FCC
expressly admonished that the Act
requires ILECs {o provide access to
UNEs that is not only equal as
between all carriers requesting
access, bul also “must be at least
equal-in-quality fo that which the
incumbent LEC provides to itself.”
FCC Order at 1 312. This more broad
nondiscrimination requirement is
necessary to protect against the
ILEC's "incentive to discriminate
against its competitors by offering
them less favorable terms and
conditions” than it provides ilself. fd.
at 7] 218 {eddressing interconnection;
same concern referenced with regard
to UNE access at 1] 312, note 675).

The Act's nondiscrimination
requirement cannot be evaded by the
facile contention that SWBT does not
use unbundled efements for itself.
SWBT has and does use unbundiad
elements - i.e,, facilites and
equipment used to provide a
telecommunications service (the
definition of a network element at 47
C.F.R. § 51.5), The FCC's
inlerprelation of the nondiscrimination
requirement is directed at ILEC's such
as SWBT. The requirement would ba
meaningless if ILECs could avold it by
saying that they do not order or use
“unbundled network elements” as

IV. UNE PARITY
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such.

The only other explanation for
SWBT's refusal to agree to provide
pre-ordering Information on due date
and dispatch requirements
electronically {as it will do for resale)
is that its decision o treat all UNE
orders as "designed circuil® orders will
result in SWBT administering these
orders under systems that do not
provide electronic access to this
information. SWBT's business
discretion, however, does not extend
to avoiding the requirements of the
Act. This information is available to
SWBT customer service
representatives providing pre-order
services 1o 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
those same facilities ordared as
unbundled network elements, the Act
entitles it to the same information,
AT&Ts proposed Section 2.X should
be accepted in its entirety.

The same reasons compel
acceptance of ATET's other proposed
language for Altachments 2and 7. In
each instance AT&T's language is
intended to provide AT&T with nothing
more than whal 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 Iater than January 1998 or as

IV. UNE PARITY
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ok
agreed fo by the Parties. The last
proposed Attachment 7 language at
right requires SWBT {o provision
UNE orders within the intervals
currently oullined in the LCUG
Service Quality Measurement
document. All of these OSS functions
are functions that SWBT provides to
itself. All are important to AT&T's
ability to compete maaningiully with
the incumbent. All these confract
provisions should be accepled in
order to require SWBT to make
nondiscriminatory OSS access a
reality.

SWBT, in receni negotiations,
retracted agreement on AT&T's
proposed language for Attachment 8.
It is unclear to AT&T why, at this time,
SWET is retracting its agreement,
when it agreed in the original 4/25/97
Missouri filing. The MPSC should
award the language that now shows
as AT&T's in order to give ATST
parity with scheduled maintenance
equal to that experienced by SWBT.
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3. Ordering and Provisioning; Network
Elements thatl are interconnected and

functional

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Can AT&T shift its responsibliilies for
combining UNEs to SWBT?

ATET Statement of Issue:

a. May SWBT disconnect slements
that are ordered in combination

a. No. FCC Rule 51-315(b) siales
that “except upon request, an
incumbent LEC shall not
separate requested network
elements thal the incumbent
cumently combines.” The 8%
circuit court affirms this rula inits
July 18, 1957 Jowa Ulilifies
Board v. FCGC decision. The
FCC has confirmed, following the
8™ circuit decision, that this nule
prohibits ILECs from
disconnecting network elements

Aftachment 7

6.X When ATAT orders Elemsnts
or Combinations that are currently
nterconnected and functional,
such Elements and Combinatlons
will remain interconnected and

functional without any
disconnection and without loss of

feature capability and without loss
of assoclated Ancllilary Functions.

This will be known as Contiguous
Network Interconnection of

No. The 8™ circuit has made it
abundantly clear that the total
responsibility for combining UNEs
falls 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 a separate charge).
SWBT s obligation is to provide the
UNESs as required by the FCC In the
Interconnection Order. Contrary to

when those elements are that are connected at the time Network Elsments. There will be AT&T's assertion, SWBT is not
interconnected and functional at that it recelves an unbundiing no chargs for such obligated to develop back office and

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T |
language.}
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the time of the order?

Should SWBT provide AT&T with
Pparity in pre- ordering, ordering,
and provisioning processes
without significant service
interruption?

requesi {(see FCC Shared
Transport Order).

b. Yes. SWBT has made a
“business” and “policy” decision
to move all UNE elements toits
designed service system. This
threatens to cause a servica
interruption to AT&T UNE
customers when ATAT orders a
loop and switch port from SWBT
to offer POTS service
(atternatively, this will deny the
UNE switching user access to
lesting capability altogether; see
issue 7 below). Because of its
decision to administer UNEs as
a designed service, SWBT will
take those loops out of the
current system, which has an
automated testing component,
and move it to their SARTS
system, which doas nol. As a
result, SWBT will interrupt
service on loops (by its own
account, for approximately 30
minutes), te install a SMAS tast
point. This disadvantages AT&T
customers served by UNEs, and
places an unreasonable and
unnecessary constraint on any
naw entrant’s opportunity to
compele,

The Arbitrator recommended that
“...there shall be no restrictions or
limitations on LSP use of UNEs.”

{Award p. 13).

As mentioned above, one likely use of
unbundled network elements for a
new entrant is to order from the ILEC
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Interconnection.

6.X "Contiguous Network
interconnection of Network

Elements” includes, without
limitation, the siuation wheon AT&T
orders all the SWBT Network
Elements required to convert a
SWBT end-user customer or an
ATAT resale customer to AT&T
unbundled Network Elemenis
service (a) without any change In
features or functionality that was
belng provided by SWBT (or by
AT&T on a resale basis) at the time
of the order or (b} with only the
change needed to route the
customoer’s operator service and
directory assistancs calls to the
AT&T OS/DA platform via
customized routing and/or changes
nesded In order to change a local
switching feature, e.g., call waiting.
{This sectlon only applles to orders

invelving customized routing after
customized routing has been
established fo an AT&T OS/DA
platform from the relevant SWBT
local awitch, Including AT&T's
payment of all applicable charges
to establish that routing.) There
will be no interruption of service to
the end-user customer in
connection with orders covered by
this section, except for processing
timo that is technically necessary to
executo the appropriate recent

change order in the SWBT Jocal
switch. SWBT will troat recent
change orders necessary to
provision AT&T orders under this

el
other support parameters for the local
telecommunications service. Thatis
AT&T s obligation as a
telecommunications carrier. When
ATAT 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 cuslomer 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
that designs the service, orders the
“parts” it needs, and specifies how the
“parts” are to be combined.

Although SWEBT has agreed to do the
physical connecting of UNE on behalf
of AT&T, SWBT does not believe that
it is possible to convert a line from
SWBT service to UNE based services
without some minimal service
interruption.

This will normally involve a translation
change that is routinely performed in
SWBT swilches during off hours
{these changes begin at 2.00 a.m. to
6:00 a.m. along with all other SWBT
changes). When the change is
mado, there will bo a short interruption
of service (typically for less than cne
minule) while the switch translation is

section at garlg with recent dlnng
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needed in order to deliver
telecommunications setvice to a retail
customer through a physical
configuration of network facllities that
is unchanged from the facilities that
serve the customer today. By ordering
the local loop and locat 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
dalabases, tandem switching), the
naw entrant can deliver the same
end-lo-end service thal had been
provided by the ILEC. Through such
a LUNE "platform”, AT&T (and other
CLECs) may obtain the benefits of
cost-based pricing, creating the
opportunity for more competitive retail
pricing offers, end giving it the
flexibility to design customized offers,
particularly for vertical services. A
UNE 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 JLEC's existing netwark
at the time of entry. With time and
development of the customer base,
the new entrant can substituts its own
facilities more broadly. The UNE
platform creales an economic,
marketing, and technical basis for
transition to faciliies-based
competition.

SWBT has apgressively opposed the
UNE platform in this arbitration and
others . it has complained in various
appeals that it authorizes “sham

1V. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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orders exectted to serve SWBT
snd-user customers, In terms of
scheduling necessary servics
interruptions so as to minimize

Inconvenience to snd-user
customers.

[hetud
performed. However, a conversation
In progress will not be interrupted by
this process; rather SWBT systems
will wait undll the line is no longer
busy. A customer attempling to place
a call during this brief period in the
earty morning will detect this
interruption. Likewise, a call to the
customer during this time will not be
compleled. This minor service
interruption is inherent to the switch
design and is the same procedure thal
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, efc.j SWBT is certainty willing
to work to minimize this service
interruption as much as operationally
possible.

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

Une Parity - 14
10/2/97



unbundling.” SWBT's legal opposition
to the UNE plalform has carried over
inlo contract negotiations. SWBT has
been unwilling to agree to reascnable
contract provisions that will enabls
AT&T to implement UNE platform
purchases, and it has adopted an
operational plan for implementing
UNE service that will place CLECs
who use the UNE plafform at a
significant competitive disadvantage.

in attempting to put inlo contract terms
AT&Ts right to ardar the complete
combination of netwerk elements
needed to provide end-te-end service
to a customaer, tha Parties have
reached two chief areas of
disagreement. The firstis SWBT's
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 Missour
Commission has ordered in its
7/31/97 award that under a CLEC
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 discusston of nonrecurring
charges.). The second is SWBTs
unwillingness to commit that it will not
interrupt service to customers who
convart to AT&T UNE service, even
though interruption is technically
unnecessary.

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

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI
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one hand tied behind its back. For a
new snirant to be required to tell
prospectiva customers that they must
expect an extended Interruplion of
service, represents a very serious
competitive disadvantage. Section
281(c)3} of the Act requires SWBT lo
provide access to UNEs on terms that
are just and reasonable, as well as
nondisctiminatory. "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,
11 315. Causing unnecessary service
interruptions violates this standard.
There Is no justification for imposing a
service interruption on end user
customers so that SWBT can install
an unnecessary lest point.

AT&T has proposed languags that
would prohibit interruption of
customer service when AT&T corders
the complete UNE platform for a '
customer, with no changs In features. b
No physical change lo the facilifes
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 a fraction of
a 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 SWBT's decisicn to insist on
installing an automated test point in
the joop. Like nonrecurring charges,

Une Parily - 16
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SWBT s business choice to place all
UNE circults under ils WFA system,
with the consequence that test points
must be instafled, cannot justify
imposing on AT&T the competitive
disadvantage of a customer servica
interruption in situations where that
interruption is otherwise unnecessary.

AT&T's proposed language prohibiting
extended customer setvice
interrupticns in the situations
described above should be accepted
in order ta provide AT&T with
nondiscriminatory access to element
combinations on terms that will
provide it with a meaningful
opportunity to compete.

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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4. Crdering and Provisioning: No No. AT&T, and its end user Attachment 6 When a Local Service Provider SWBT proposes the following
Service Disruption  With IDLC customers, should not be forced to {"LSP*) orders a loop element and the | language:
endure an unnecessary 4.X When AT&T owns or manages its | current loop to the customer's
SWBT Staiement of Issue: disconnection. When an existing, own swifch and requests an premises is served using a IDL.C, When AT&T owns or manages its
interconnected loop and switch port unbundled Loop fo be terminated on SWBT will move the loop to a non- own switch and requests an
Should AT&T be allowed to avoid are ordared by AT&T, and that loop AT&T's switch and the requested loop { integrated DLC or copper pair if unbundled Loop to be terminated on
appropriate non-recurring charges? happens to be served by IDLC today, { Is currently serviced by SWBTs available. There will be no charge for | AT&T's switch and the requested loop

ATAT Statement of Issue:

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

there is no reason for SWBT lo: 1)
disconnect thal service and move the
loop to another technology, and 2}
possibly respond to AT&T that there Is
no alternative loop available;
therefore, AT&T cannot serve that
customer. In this situation, AT&T"s
proposed contract language would
allow AT&T to serve the customer
over the existing IDLC loop/switch
combination. Indeed, for SWBT to
disconnect elements, without AT&T's
request, violates FCC Rule 51,315

Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (IDLC)
or Remole Switching tﬂchnofogy,
SWBT will, where available, mave the
requested unbundled Loop to a spare,
existing physical or a universal digital
leop carrier unbundied 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&T's request nolify
ATE&T of the lack of available facililies.
AT&T may request alternative

this move. This will provide the LSP
with the flexibility to connect the loop
to either a SWBT switch slement or to
transport it to its own switch.

AT&T, MCI and other carriers
requested this procedura before the
FCC (Paragraph 384 of the FCC's
Interconnection Order). However,
since AT&T has now decided that it is
less expensive to rebundle UNEs to
mirror SWBT's resale services, they
are objecting to the very process that
they requested.

Is currently serviced by SWBT's
Integreted Digital Loop Carrler (JDLC)
or Remote Switching technology,
SWBT will, where available, move the
requested unbundled Loop lo a spare,
existing physical or a universal digital
loop carrier unbundled Loop at no
additional charge ta AT&T. I,
however, no spare unbundled Loop s
evaliable, SWBT wilt within forty-eight
{48) hours, excluding weekends and
tolidays, of AT&T's request notify
ATAT of the lack of available facilities.

(b). arrangements through the Special AT&T claims SWBT intends to AT&T may request allernative
Request process. This section doss | “disconnect working service®. Itis arrangements through the Special
Because the Missouri Commission not appl n ATST orders a never SWBT's intent to disrupt Request process.
ruled that the DLC noed not bo further Loomltnh Erl combination l‘rom customer service. However, as
Une Parity - 17
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unbundled at this fime, it is clear that
when ATET owns or manages its own
switch, loops served by IDLC mustbe
moved off of that technology and onto
either an existing physical foop or a
universal digital loop carrier. This is
because a loop served by IDLC would
have to be further unbundled to
interact with AT&T s swilch.

SWBT seeks lo reassure AT&T that
this technology is not in common use
in ils network today, and this may be
trua ~ taday, This is new, forward
looking technology, and aithough
AT&T is not privy to SWBT's
procurement policy for IDLC, itis
reasonable to assums that SWB'T will
be buying what is one of the best-
selling new technologies today.
Although IDLC js only present in less
than 10% of SWBT s network today,
we can expect thal number fo grow in
the future. {In fact, in the Arbitration
award, the Commission ordered that
SWBT assume that its network
contains 26% IDLC for purposes of
identifying forward-looking
technology.)

The Commission should rule in favor
of AT&T s language for the reasons
staled above.

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - MISSOURI

SWBT.

65X AnalogLine Port: A line side
switch connection available in efther &
locp ar ground start signaling
configuration used primarily for
switched voice communications
including centrex-iike applications.
When ATAT 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}
Poit: A line side switch connection
which provides ISDN Basic Rate
Interface (BRI} based capabilitios
including centrex-ike applications.
When AT&T orders a Loop/Switch
combination In which the loop Is
sorved by IDLC, AT&T will pay the
applicable loop charge and a BR]
Port charge.

explained in issue 3, above, when
changing from a SWBT retail or resale
service to unbundled network
elements, there will always be a
potential for minimal service
interruption. AT&T's proposed
contract language should be rejected.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

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

SWBT propases the following
language:

1SDN Basic Rate Interface (BRI} Port;
A line side swilch connection which
provides ISDN Basic Rate Interface
(BRI} basad capabilities including
centrex-like applications.

5. Ordering and Provisioning: Parity of
Provisioning Intervals

SWBT Statement of Issue:

See Issue 1 of this matrix.

Yes. AT&T customers receiving
servica from LINEs should not have to
wait longer for their service than
SWET or resale customers.

SWBT should not put AT&T ata

Attachment 7

5.X SWBT wili provide AT&T with
standard provisioning intervals for all
unbundled Network Elements and

combinations as compared fo

competitive disadvantage by not SWBT customars for equivalent
AT&T Statement of Issue: providing to AT&T the same lavel of service.
performance thal they provide to thelr

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

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

Une Parity - 18
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Should SWBT provide parity between
provisioning intervals for its end users
and provisioning intervals for AT&T end
users receiving the same service as they
recelved from SWBT?

and usars for equivalent services (e.g.
SWBT POTS customer vs. AT&T
POTS customer served via UNE Loop
and Porf). For example, SWBT will
offer a 2-day interval to its own or
resale customers for POTS service,
but offers a five-day interval fo UNE
users. SWBT has been unable or
unwilling to explain why, when the
same function is being performed, it
lakes longer to provide service on
UNEs.

IV. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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6. Crdering and Provisionhing:
Provisioning of Databases

SWET Statement of |ssue:

Should SWBT be required te input
ATA&T's customer record information into
the LIDB database?

AT&T Statement of Issue;

Should SWBT be required to provision
collect caling, 3" number billing, credit
card number and other Information
provided by AT&T on the UNE order
within its LIDB in the same manner as it
provisions 911, directory listings, UNE
alements and features when ordered?

Absolutely! In order for AT&T lo
receive full functionality of the
switching slement, SWBT provisions
soveral databases. AT&T views
LIDB 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
SWBT for UNEs loday.

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 purcheses UNE
switching. The LIDB update consists
of updating collect calling, 3" number
biling, and credil card information
linked to the customer information
provided to SWBT on the UNE
swilching order. In negotiations,
SWBT stated that it will remove such
information from lthe database, then
require AT&T to re-enter the data.
SWAT also should not be allowed o
clear all such functionally of a

Attachment 6: UNE

8.X in the eventthat AT&T is using
SWBT's OS piatform, untl otherwise
agreed, no charge is made for such
Vaiilation queries other than appiicablo
OS charges undar Appendix Pricing
UNE - Schedus of Prices labelod
*Operator Services Calf Completion
Services” and all subparts thereunder.

Attachment 7: O&P

1.X When ATAT utilizes u'gE
switching, SWBT will populate its
LIDB datahase with customer
information using Information
provided by ATAT using 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 SWBT's LIDB service managemsnt
system (SMS) so that AT&T, at
AT&T's own identified need (see
paragraph 494 of the Interconnection
Order) could creals, modify, and
update its own records, SWBT has
expended conslderable efforts to meet
these requirements and provides
slectronic interfaces so that ATAT can
access, view, and administer its own
data directly.

AT&T now seeks lo burden SWBT
with AT&T's own responsibility for
ensuring that AT&T's customer
records are correctly administered in
LIDB. ATA&T is asking that SWBT
creale a bundled, unequal access
method for SWBT to administer the
AT&T data in LIDB. The bundled
method that AT&T proposes does not
meet SWBT's requirements under the
Interconnection Order. This is yet
another attempt by AT&T to
circumvant the resale provisions of
the ACT to force SWBT fo freat
unbundled network elements as
resale,

Attachment 6:_Pricin

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

Altachment 7: O&P

{SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)

Une Parity - 19
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customer that migrates to AT&T
sarvice. No other RBOC has
imposed this completely unnecessary
requirement on AT&T.

SWBT claims that the FCC's First
Report and Order, T 493" only
requiras SWBT lo “provide access, on
an unbundled basis, to the service
management system (SMS), which
allow competilors to create, modify, or
update information in call-related
databases.” This paragraph in the
FCC's Interconnection Order s
imelevant to SWBTs obligation o
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 loday flow
through information for SWBTs
cuslomers directly to the LIDB.
SWBT is asking that AT&T manually
update the LIDB with customer
information for every AT&T cuslomer.
ATAT is willing to specify all of the
necessary information to SWBT on
the customer service order, and
SWBT should update the LIDB just as
it updates other databases such as
IY/ES 1 and directory listings.

SWBT also claims thal there are
security reasons that keep it from
updating the LIDB. AT&T finds it
peculiar that SWBT singles out this

1V. UNE PARITY
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX
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SWBT would need a service order
flow from CABS to accommodate
AT&T's demand. UNE orders come
from CABS while resale orders come
from CRIS. SWBT's LIDB 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, UNE orders are not
populated with the same USOCs as
resale orders. LIDB updates are
driven from particular classes of
searvice and other subscriber-
associated entries. UNE orders do
not contain class of service USOCs
because UNE orders are for individual
components of the network and not
for a complete service, Thatis 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 LVAS is very complex. To
duplicate the same sort of interface
from CABS would iake months of
development under the best of
circumstances. Also, since some
information on complex types of
saivice are stored in both CRIS and
CABS, a reconciliation process
between the two systems for audit
purposes would also have to be

developad.

AT&T suggests that SWBT should be
required to popuiato LIDB as it
populates other database services

particular database when it today assoclated with the voice network.
updates s own switch, directory Contrary to AT&T's assertion, LIDB is
listings, 811/E911 etc.. with the not “simply ancther database to bo

Une Parity - 20
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information that AT&T provides over
the service order, SWBTIstying to
introduce manual work on the part of
AT&T to slow down the service order
process and create additional costs to
ATST.

* First Report and Order,
Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions in The
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-98 (August B, 1996)
("First Report and Order”).

IV. UNE PARITY
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provisioned™. Neither AT&T nor the
FCC ook that approach in CC
Dockets £8-98 and 95-185. Call-
related databases (which is how LIDB
Is defined in these dockets) and their
service management systems are
sufficiently distinct from other
databases that they and their update
methods were separately addressed
and separale requirements were
imposed on the incumbent LECs. {f
ATAT did not want the ability to
directly administer its own data in
LIDB, i should not have argued so
insistently for it.

ATAT claims that “SWBT Is asking
that AT&T manually update the LIDB
with customer information for every
ATAT customer”. SWBT makes no
such requesi, Paragraph 494 of the
Interconnection Order states: “If the
Incumbent accesses the SMS through
an slecfronic interface, the
competitive carrier should be able to
accass 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&T lo eleclronically transmit
fo LVAS customer record information
from AT&T's customer service order
process. SWBT also offers an
Interactive Interface, wherein AT&T
representatives can dial in and creats,
modify, or update AT&T customer
information. SWBT was required to
provide this interface because SWBT
uses an equivalent capability to
administer its own records in near
real-time. AT&T has the option of

Une Parity - 21
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- L
choosing one
interfaces.

Y
or both of these

AT&T's statement that SWBT will
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
thal 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 Iinterfaces,
enter the customer-specific
information it desires (including its
identification as the new account
owner) and then instruct LVAS o
update the record in LIDB. If,
however, AT&T delays taking
possession of the account, SWBT will
delete the record. Otherwise, othar
companies querying LIDB will relay on
outdaled or possibly Inaccurale
Information on which to make their
own sarvice declsions.

AT&T mischaracterizes the
information needed to poputats a line
record in LIDB as belonging to only
thres data elements. LIDB data
elements do not disappear if not
populated with information. Instead,
they elther take on default values or
craate an update arror. Such
misinformation can cause other
service providers o make incorrect
business decisions (deny an
altemately billed call request that

Une Parity - 22
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infarior service (allow an altemately
billed call that should have been
denied). AT&T's reference to OBF is
premature. OBF has not finalized its
guidelines nor has OBF addressed all
the LIDB data elements needed to
populate a complete line record.

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

ATAT also proposes text that appears
to have nothing whatscever to do with
the issue of data administration (listed
as 9.X in the AT&T language column).
This text acknowledges the fact that
database messages identify the party
originating a query based on the
network owner of the switch platfiorm

' that launched the query. For
example, if AT&T uses SWBT's
Operator Service (OS) platform to
perform operalor services, that
platform launches & query on AT&T's
behalf, every network element that
encounters the query, on every
nelwork in the nation, will think that
SWBT launched the query. The
industry has not yet selected a means
of identifying service providers who
reside on another company’s
switching platform. Therefore, when
AT&T uses SWBT's OS platform to
launch LIDB queries, those queries
will be identified to SWBT's LIDB as

Une Parity - 23
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SWBT-originating queries.
Additionally, when the query is
directed o a foreign LIDB, that LIDB
owner will also think that SWBT
generated the query and bill SWBT for
the database access. Since no
network in the nation can identify
ATA&T as the true query originator,
SWBT cannot directly bill AT&T for
fhose queries. Instead, SWBT will
use its OS pricing to recover the cost
of AT&T's LIDB usage under these
circumstances.

SWBT does not proposa any allernate
text to AT&T. SWBT and AT&T have
siready agreed to language on how
SWBT will provide the SMS interfaces
that give AT&T unbundied, equivalent
access lo LVAS.

7. Maintenance; Automated tesling Yes. AT&T, like SWBT should be Attachment 6 The type of testing being requested by

able to test the loop using automated ATE&T Is not currently avallable In SWBT proposes the following
SWBT Statemenl of Issue; testing through the swilch port. 11.X Cross connects {o the cage SWBT s network for unbundled ianguage:

SWBT's "business decision” to treat assoclated with unbundled jocal loops | network elements.

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

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT provide AT&T with
autornated testing of the switch port?

all UNE elements as designed
services precludes the oplion of
automated testing. Not only does this
cause the service interruption noted
above, it also disadvantages AT&T
customers in terms of speed of
response to troubles. Automated
festing through MLT ensures that a
quick response can be given to
service options. Manual testing with
SARTS 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
loops from SWBT, it can order loops

are available with or without'
automated testing and monitoring
capability. IfAT&T uses its own
lesting and moniloring services,
SWEBT will treat AT&T test reparts as
its own for purposes of procedures
and time intervals for clearing trouble
reports. When ATAT orders a switch
port, or local loop and switch port
in combination, SWBT will, at
AT&T's request, provide automated
loop testing through the Local
Switch rather than Install a loop
test point.

As the 8™ circult found, SWBT must
provide access on an unbundled
basis fo its “existing network - notto a
yet unbuilt superior one” p. 144.

SWBT is currently exploring
developing MLT capabilities for its
tootbar application.

Cross connecls to the cage
associaled with unbundled local loops
are avaitable with or without
aulomated testing and moniforing
capabllity. If ATAT uses its own
testing and monitoring services,
SWBT will treat AT&T test reports as
its own for purposes of proceduras
and fime intervals for clearing trouble
reports,
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with and without automated testing.
Again, SWBT attempts lo limit the
intent of the order by taking a very
narrow reading of the order.

SWBT agrees that when AT&T
wishes to combine an unbundled lecal
loop with its own facilities, it has no
need for SWBT lo provide automated
testing. AT&T will supply its own loop
testing in those circumstances.
However, in cases where AT&T
ordars a swilch port, or a local loop
and swilch port in combination, SWBT
holds fast to their “business decision”
lo 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 lo loop and switch
combinations at parity with SWBT
ilself, and to receiva full functionality
of the swilch itself, AT&T shotild be
able to specify that those
combinations will conlinue to be
tested through the local switch's
remote testing capability, rather than
through installation of a loop cross
connect tast point.

IV. UNE PARITY
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8. Combinations of Element, Services | No. In negotiations, SWBT has taken | Attachment 6 AT&T's proposal is without merit for SWBT proposes the following
and Facilities the position that, under the Act, AT&T severaf reasons. First, under Section | language:
may not combine or connect UNEs to | 2X AT&T may combine any 251(c)3) of the Act, SWBT s required
SWBT Statement of |ssue: access sorvices or tariffed services unbundled Nstwork Element with only to provide access to UNEs; it Is AT&T may combine any unbundled
provided by SWBT. This constitutes a | any other element, equipment, or not required to combine such Network Element with any other
resfriction on AT&T's use of UNEs, facllity In its network, without elements with tariffed services. network alement without restriction.

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

AT&T Statement of lssue:

May SWBT restrict AT&T from

creales inefficient networks, and
should be rejected by tha
Commission.

Section 261(cX3) of the Act requires
SWBT {o provide access to

restriction or limitations,

regardless of whether that other
element, aquipment. or faciiity ls
owned or managed by AT&T, for
the provision by AT&T of a

telocommunications servics,

Second, AT&T's proposal is another
thinty veiled altempt to establish a
compelitive advantage for itself
because it would be able to pay lower
UNE rates instead of tariffed rotes.
Third, provision of tariffed services in

Unbundled Network Elements may
not be connected to or combined with
SWBT access services or other
SWOBT tariffed service offerings with
the exception of lariffed collocation
services.
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» connecling or combining unbundled
network slemeants (UNEs) with access
sarvices or tariffed services?

unbundled network elements "ina
manner that allows requesting carriers
o combine” such eloments in order to
provide” a telocommunications
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 abilily
of requesting carriers to offer
telecommunications services in the
manner that they intend.” FCC Qrder
at §] 292. Further, the Missouri
Commission, in its 12/11/96 order,
ruled (p. 13} that "...there shall be no
restrictions or limitations on LSP use
of UNEs.”

SWRBT's position is contrary lo the Act
and the FCC Order. The Act permits
CLECs, including AT&T, to use UNEs
without restriction, however they
deem appropriate to provide a
lelecornmunications service. To take
one example, 8 CLEC may purchase
an unbundled DS1 loop and cross-
connect that lcop to SONET facilities
purchased out of the STN tariff,
TFhrough this combination the CLEC
can provide private line service to a
customer. Nothing in the Act
authorizes or justifies SWBT's attemplt
to foreclose such combinations.
Under the Act, AT&T must be able to
combine unbundled elements in many
differenl ways in crder lo meel the
needs of its end user cuslomers.
AT&T should have the ability to
combine access services and lariffed
services with unbundied elements for
its local customers just as SWBT can
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‘!
provided that the combination Is
technically feasible and would not

impair the abili other carrisrs
io obtaln accass fo other

unbundied Network Elements or to
Interconnect with SWBT's network.

conjunciion with UNEs could be
inconsistant with the underlying tariffs,

a practice which is prohibited by this
Commission and by the Act.

SWBT will provide UNEs separately
for a separate cost-based charge,
without restrictions, in compliance with
Seclions 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,
SWBT will 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, undar Section 251(c)3) 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
decislon that AT&T should be allowed
to order and use unbundled network
elements without restriction. There is
na requirement In the Act extending
such an obligation to the combination
of network elements with network
services, Seealso 47CF.R. §
51.307 (1997). Under these rules,
UNESs 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 clsarly intended In Seclion
251(c)3) of the Act.

This paragraph does not limit AT&T's
abllity to permit XCs to access ULS
for the purpose of terminating
interL,ATA and intraLATA access
traffic or imit AT&T s ability to
originate InterLATA or intralLATA calls
using ULS consistent with Section &
of this attachment. Further, when
customized routing is used by AT&T,
pursuant to section 5.2.4 of this
Attachmenl, AT&T may direct local,
local operator services, and local
directory assistance fraffic to
dedicaled transport whether such
transport is purchased through the
access tanff or otherwise.
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provide access and other tariffed
services for its local customers.

ATAT has proposed contract
fanguage that would recognize its
unquatified right to combine UNEs
with other equipment and facilities,
whelher owned or managed by AT&T
or third parties, for the provision of a
telecommunications service. AT&T's
proposed language should be
included in the contract because it is
consistent with the Act and will
provide for implementation of the
nefwork unbundling previously
ordered by the Missouri PUC without
unnecessary disputes.

The language in Secticn 251(c)(3) of
the Act encompasses SWBT s dulies
only regarding network elements; it
doas not impose any requirement to
combine these elements with
services. Elements can thus bs
thought of as “pieces” of the network.
In contrast, a tarifled
“telecommunications service” is
defined in Seclion 153{43} of the Aclt
o mean the “offering of
lelecommunications,” 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 LINEs with tariffed
senvices,

Under the Act, LSPs like ATAT are
ghven unfetterad access to LEC
services avallable for resale and to
network alements. However,
Congress clearly intended thal LECs
provide network elements under
requiraments and pricing structures
that are different from those applying
to services for resale. Compare
Section 251(c)3) with Section
251(c)4) of the Act. Availability of
UNEs and resale services does not
give AT&T the right to use the lower-
priced network elements as a
surragate for obtaining the otherwise
higher-priced network services for
resale. Permitting AT&T to combine
UNEs with tariffed services would
allow it to “cherry-pick” the most
advantageous rates. Nor does the

availability of UNEs and the
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opportunities give AT&T the right to
compet SWBT to bundie network
elaments with tariffed services.
Indeed, in the Interconnection Order

at Y 341, the FCC refused to pemit an
LSF, like AT&T, to offer “a
combination of unbundled elements
and services available for resale.”

When SWBT developed and obtained
approval for the rates, terms and
condilions in the tarified services that
AT&T now wanls available for
combination with UNEs, SWBT
neither contemplated nor accounted
for such configurations. The tariffs
simply do not address provision of the
related service in combination with
UNEs. Such arrangements could be
inconsistent with the tariff
requirements in this Commission's
rules and in the Act. See, 47US.C.
§ 203 (1997).

SWBT can prohibit AT&T from
connecting or combining UNEs with
its tariffed services. Under Section
251{cN3) of the Act, SWBT ls required
to provide access fo UNEs; it is not
required to combine unbundled
network elements (i.e., "pleces of the
notwork™) 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 reguirement
extendlng_ such an abligation to the

Une Parity - 28
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combination of network elements with
taviffed network services. 47 U.S.C.
§251(cX3) (1997); 47 C.F.R. §61.307
{1997).

There is no avidence in this
proceeding that prohibiting AT&T from
combining UNEs with tariffed services
would impair its ability to provide a
competitive local telecommunications
service. Indeed, AT&T's strategy is
transparent. |{ wants to exploit price
arbitrage by picking and choosing the
mosl favorable piece parts of SWBT's
tariffed services to combing with
UNEs, while circumventing the terms
and conditions of the tariffs.

For the foregoing reasons, AT&T's
request must be denied.

The Commission should adopt
SWET's language and reject that of
ATAT.

9. Maintenance: Forward-looking
Testing Systems

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT be required to parform for
AT&T what it does not performed for
itself and dictate to SWBT when it must
develop new slandards and deploy new
test systems?

AT&T Statement of |ssue:

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.
SWET must provide parity of
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
will not abandon a system that is less
capable for an upgraded testing
system, yet forca AT&T to remain on
the less capable test system. AT&T's
request is reasonable and therefore,
ATAT's language should be accepted.

Aftachment 8

3.X SWBT agrees lo notify AT&T of
upgrades to axisting test systeins

and the of now test
systems within SWBT and to

negotiate with AT&T to allow AT&AT

to use such systems through a
controlled interface.

No. SWBT s entitied to run its own
network operations. Of course,
SWBT has a vested interest in
ensuring that the Public Swilched
Network continues fo tun efficienly
and trouble-free. However itis
unreasonable for AT&T lo dictate to
SWBT when it must develop new
standards and deploy new test
systems.

(SWBT opposes Inclusion of AT&T
language.)
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10. Maintenance: Aulomated testing
through EBI?

SWET Statement of Issue;

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

AT&T Statement of Issue:

Shoutd AT&T havs the capability lo
interactively Initiate and receive test
results?

Yos. SWBT has agreed to work with
AT&T to create four out of fiva
capabilities through electronic
bonding. # has refused to provide the
capability to initiale and receive test
results in the future, much in the same
way thal it currently refuses to provide
automated testing through MLT today
(issue 7 above). AT&T should have
the capability to provide online tesling
to ils end users for the same setvices
that SWBT provides such tasting lo its
end users, By refusing to agree to
this language, SWBT seeks to
perpetuate the deficiency it seeks to
create in AT&T's use of UNEs.

Attachment 6: UNE

5.X SWBT will perform tesling
through the Local Switching element
for ATAT customers in the same
manner and frequency that it performs
such testing for its own customers for

an equivalent setvice.

Attachment 8: Maintenance

3. X SWBT and AT&T agree to watk
together to develop new or modify
existing standards for Phase Il of EBI
{specific date by which said
davelopment is fo be completed to be
jointly agreed upon} which will provide
ATAT the following capabilijes,
including, but not limited to : \

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

b} performing network surveillance
{e.g., performance monltoring);

c) Initiating and receiving test
resuits;

d) receiving immediate notification of

No. Atthe 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
Committes (ECIC) standards permit
requasting and receiving tests through
EBI. To simplify the matter, SWBT's
systems do not have the ability to
interface with AT&T's systems in
order to receive requests for testing or
ta transmit test results through EBI.
However, SWBT is willing to consider
a request by AT&T lo develop this
type of testing capability.

SWBT proposes the following
language:

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.

This lssue agreed ‘o in Texas, should
we oppose or not?

missed appointments;
o) identifying existing cable failures
(by cable and pair numbering).
11. Performance Dala Yes. In order (o consistently defiver Attachment § SWBT is willing to supply sufficlent SWBT proposes the following
Une Parity - 30
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SWBT Statement of Issue:

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

AT&T Stalement of 1ssue:

Should the contract incotporate specific
UNE performance measuremeanl
requirements, developed with industry
input, so that the parties are able to
determine whether the elements
provided to AT&T perform at parity with
the elements provided by SWBT to other
LSPs and to itself?

the leve) of service that AT&T will offer
to customers, AT&T must have
reliable petformance measurements
from SWBT.

ATS&T has proposed lo incorporate
specific performance measurements
being developed by the Local
Competition User's Group {LCUG), an
industry group thal includes
compelitive local exchange carriers
ahd prospective local service
providers. The supplier quality
measurements developed by LCUG
include measurements of network
performance parity (e.g., subscriber
loop loss, signal to noise ratio, diat
tone delay, post dial delay),
unavailability of network elements
{e.g., ratio of minutes loop unavallable
fo total minutes), and performance of
individual network elements {e.g., posl
dial delay for calls routed o CLEC
OS/DA platforms). Use of the LCUG
criteria will provide AT&T with
reasonable means to determine that
SWBT Is meeling its commitment to
provide elements that “provide the
CLECS with at least the same leve! of
service it provides itself” (12/11/96
award page 47).Using the LCUG
criteria also will address SWBT's
concern that i{ 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.

1V. UNE PARITY
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2X SWHT and AT&T willl jointly
dafine parformance data consistent
with that provided by SWBT to
other LSPs, that |s to be provided

monthly to AT&T to measure
whether unbundied Network

Eloments aro provided at least
equal In quality and performance to
that which SWBT provides {o itself
and other LSPs. Such performance
data will be defined by the Parties
no later than ninety {90] days from
the effective date of this Agreement
or a date mutually agreeable by the
Parties.

The performancs data to be
measured will bs sccording to the

Suppller Performance Mstrics in
accordance with the Local

Competitive User Group (LCUG)
recommendations, and any such
future LCUG revisions, which
includes but Is not limlfed to
neiwork elemsnts, pre-ordering

and provisioning, maintenance,
billlng, operator services/ directory
asslstance, as incorporated herein
to this Agreement. These
performance measurements will be
measured and reported to AT&T on
a monthly basis by SWBT for both
AT&T customers and SWBT
customers. The Parties will review
the measures three months after
AT&T's first purchase of a SWBT
notwork element to determine if (1)
the information meets the needs of
the Parties and {2 the information

can be gathered In an accurate and
timely manner. SWBT will not be

& o1
performance measurem

i bk R L

language:

At ATAT s request, SWBT will: (1)
maintain data that compares the
installation intervals and
maintenance/service response times
experienced by AT&T's customers to
those experienced by SWBT
customers and the customers of other
LSPs; and (2) provide the
comparative data to AT&Ton a
regular basis. SWBT wilt not levy a
separate charge for providing this
information. Additicnafly, SWBT and
ATS&T will joinfly define performance
data to be provided to AT&T to
measure whether unbundied Network
Elements are provided at 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. The
Parlies will review the measures three
months after AT&T's first purchase of
a SWBT network element to
determine if (1) the information meels
the needs of the Parties and {2) the
information can be gathered in an
sccurate and timely manner. SWBT
will not be held accountabls for
performance comparisons based on
the data until after the three month
raview or longer as the Parties may
agree.

held accountable for Erfonnanm
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com: ua based on the data
until after the three month review

or longer as the Parties may agres.

12, Periormance Measurements:
Provisioning Intervals

SWBT Statemenl of Issue:

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

ATAT Statement of |ssue:

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

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

Aftachment T: O&P

9.X SWBT will provide AT&T with
the provisioning intervals as

currently cutlined in the L CUG
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
and Combinations ordered under this
Agreement at levels equal to the
maintenance provided by SWBT in
serving its end user customers for an
equivalent service, and will meet the
requirements set forth in this
Altachment. Such maintenance
requirements will include, without
limitation, those eppllcable'to testing
and network management. For
maintenance of UNE and UNE

comblinations, for example, loop
and switch port, the service must

be supported by all the
functionalities provided to SWBT's
local exchangoe service customers.
This will Include but is not imited
to, MLT testing, dispatch
scheduling, and real time repalr
commitments. The maintenance to
support these services will be
provided in an efficient manner
which meets or exceeds the

rformance metrics SWBT
achleves 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&T with the
provisioning intervals as specified
below:

Attachment 8: Maintenance

(SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.)
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qul o t ond user se; L]
end user.

13. Performance Measurements:
Network Qutages

SWRBT Statement of Issue;

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

ATA&T Statement of issue;

Should SWBT provide to AT&T
performance measurements for network
otitages compared between equivalent
sarvices (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&T customers?

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 if SWBT did not provide
the same performance for
maintenance to AT&T UNE customers
thal its provides its own end users for
an equivalent service.

Attachment 8

8.X For nelwork outages other than
smergency outages, the following
performance measurements wifll be
taken with respect lo restoration of
Unbundled Network Elements and
Combinations service:

See Exhibit B attached.

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

SWRT is willing to supply sufficiant

performance measurements to AT&T.

(SWBT opposes inclusion of ATET
language. )

14. Access lo Equipment to Allow AT&T

This group of Issues concem various
types of equipment that ATET

Attachment 6

See also issues IV 1b and 1c¢.

SWBT proposes the following
languaga:
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a. Optical Mulliplexing and DCS
capabifity

SWBT Statement of Issue:

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

AT&T Statement of |ssue:

Should the Agreement provide AT&T
with access to optical multiplexing and

DCS capability on the same basis SWBT

provides to itself?

4 3 i i
believes are part of UNEs, lo which

the Commission ordered ATAT fo
have access. SWBT takes a far more
limited view and seeks to “fence off”
portions of its network from required
unbundling; instead it may, in some
cases, offer these items as a
“business decision”, but not at
TELRIC prices.

a. Yes. Access lo oplical
multiplexing and DCS capability
allows AT&T access lo SWBT's
forward looking SONET technology.
The denial of this supplement to AT&T
constitutes a refusal to allow full
functionality to the dedicated transport
element, which the Commission
ordered SWBT tc unbundle.

AT&T has proposed contract
language that would provide AT&T
with the ability to use SWBT optical
multiplexing facilities as part of
dedicated transport, equivalent to
SWBT's ability to use those faciliies
for the provision of
telacommunications services. SWBT
has opposed that language and
asserted that multiplexing faciliies are
not part of any network element.
SWBT maintains that it has no
obligation under the Act to offer AT&T
or other CLECs access to
multiplexing. During negotiations,
AT&T offered to provide specific
requirements regarding the types of
mulfiplexing required, but SWBT
steadfastly maintained Hs position that
it would not offer optical mulliplexing
at all, excopt under Special Request
“ICB" pricing, making discussion of
specific requirements a moot point.

iV. UNE PARITY
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8.X SWBT will provide
muttiplexing/demulfiplexing for Voice
Grado to DS1 and DS1 fo DS3
conversions. SWBT will provide all
technically feasibls types of

multiplexing / demultiplexing and
grooming on the same basis as is

available to SWBT for the purposa
of providing telecommunications
service.

8.X AT&T will pay rates and charges
for Voice Grads to DS1 and DS1 o
DS3 multiplexing and demultiplexing
that are in addition fo Dedicated
Transport rales and charges. These
charges are shown in Appendix
Pricing - UNE - Schedule of Prices
{abeled "Mulliplexing”, The

multiplexing / demuttiplexing and
grooming assoclated with optical
multiplexing Is included In the optical
Interoffice dedicated transport price.

8.X ATAT may use the DCS to
direclly access and conlrol AT&T's 45
Mbps or 1.544 Mbps facilities or
unbundled Dedicated Transport,
subtending channels, and internodal
Facllities (the facilities that connect a
DCS in one central office with a DCS
in another central office). DCS
devices will perform 3/3, 1/3, and /0
type functions. Where DGS devices
are SONET capahle and will

terminate SONET signals, SWBT
will make such SONET capabilities

available to AT&T to the extent
technically feasible and to the

oxtent such capabllity is availabls
to SWBT for lis use In grovldlnl

L] 40
ATST proposes
order addifional
multiplexing/demuitiplexing. SWBT Is
willing to consider requests for
additionsl types of "muxing” under the
Special Request procedure set out in
the Interconnection Agreement.
Muxing will be offered at rates which
recover the costs of each reques!.
However, because these inslallations
will vary considerably as to their
functionality and capacity, no generic
rate can be set. Each instaliation
must be priced on a individuat cass
basis.

o 53 24
language entitling it to

The vague language proposed by
ATAT does not take into consideration
the need to evaluale the different and
varied kinds of installations that could
be requested. Accordingly, the AT&T
language is inappropriate. (i is simply
unfair and unrealistic to bind SWBT to
& broad and unspecified obligation
without the companion obligation to
pay for the Instailation ordered. This
kind of ambiguity is unwise becauss it
cotild very easily lead to future

" disputes about the scope of SWBTs

duties.

Finally, AT&T is quite vague about
what kind of muxing it will require.
SWBT is willing to offer Voice Grade
to DS1 and DS1 to DS3 muxing. See
Altachment 6, 78.2.1.5.2. SWBTis
willing to consider requests for
additional types, but AT&T needs to
specify exactly what it wants.

SWBT has offered specific forms of

SWET will provide
multiplexing/demultiplexing for Voice
Grade to DS1 and DS1 to DS3. Other
types of multiplexing/demultiplexing
are available through the Special
Request Process.

SWBT proposes the following
fanguager

ATST will pay rates and charges for
Voice Grade to DS1 and DS1 to DS3
multiplexing and demultiplexing that
are in addition to Dedicated Transport
rates and charges. These charges
are shown in Appendix Pricing - UNE
- Schedule of Prices labelad
“Multiplexing”.

SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
{anguage.
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SWBT has agreed to offer electronic
multiplexing but is unwilling to offer
accass to oplical multiplexing at parity
with its own access to such facilities.
SWBT has offered no more than
uncerlain and discriminatory access
to such facilities through a special
request process.

Muilliplexing is required to inferconnect
unbundled local loops or lower
bandwidth dedicated transport fo
higher bandwidth dedicated transport.
Mulliplexing is necessary to take
advantage of economies of scale of
higher bandwidth transport. DCS
equipment performs both multiplexing
and grooming functions.

SWBT's posilion is contrary to the Act
and would deny AT&T the ability to
implement contractually the
nondiscriminatory access lo
unbundled interoffice fransport that
the Missouri Commission ordered.
Mulliplexing and DCS equipment
certainly meets the regulatory
definition of a network element as a
“facility or equipment used in the
provision of a telecommunications
sarvice.” 47 C.F.R. §61.5.
Mulliplexing and DCS equipment are
& part of the transmission facilities
between SWBT switches and wire
centers, or between such SWBT
locations and those of other carriers.
As such, it forms part 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. §
51.319(d}. SWBT's refusal to provide

talecommunications service.

8.X_SWET will offer Digital Cross-
Connect System (DCS) as part of

the unbundied dedicated transport
element with the same functionality

that is offered o inlerexchange
carriers, or additional functionality as
the Parlies may agree.

multiplexing required by the FCC and
additional multiplexing now generally
available on SWBT's system.

SWBT has also offered additional
forms of multiplexing under the
"special request’ provisions of the
contract. As pointed out in SWBT's
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 interofiice
dedicated transport UNE. tn addition,
SWBT believes that the provisioning
of oplical mulliplexers as demanded
by AT&T constitutes virtual collocation
since the equipment must be
dedicated to AT&T and 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 ransport, the large variation in
the typa of input circuits make it
unreasonable to require SWBT (o
develop a price model that will
properly determine the costs for all
locations. For instance, an interoffice
transport that is delivered to SWBT's
multiplexer as a single OC3 circuil will
have significantly different costs from
that of three DS3 circuits or DS 1
circuits. However, each of these
combinations, with the same capacity,
could be transported on the same
interoffice facility after being

SWBT opposes inclusion of AT&T
language.
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AT&T accesstom ng

DCS facilities that SWBT uses to
provide local service in Missouri
today violates the Acl's requirement
that it provide access to unbundled
netwark elements on terms that are
just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory.

Since ATAT learmed of SWBT's
position that it has no obligation under
the Act to offer access o multiplexing,
it has presented that issue lo two
stale commissions. Both the Kansas
and Arkansas Commissions have
rejecled SWBT's position and
confirmed that SWBT must provide
multiplexing as part of dedicated
transport.

In Kansas, the Arbitrator found that
"SWBT is required to provide all
technically feasible types of
mulliplexing, demultiplexing,
grooming, DCS bridging, broadcast,
test and conversion features to the
extent such services and features are
available to SWBT." AT&T/SWBT
Kansas Arbitration Order at 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&T's proposed contract language
provides AT&T with no more access
to muitiplexing than the access that
SWET provides to itself for similar
purposes. AT&T's language should

IV. UNE PARITY
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plexed in @ ADM.

SWBT's proposed contract wording
offers to develop rates for additional
types of multiplexing through the

Special Request Process.

AT&T's proposed language for
paragraphs 8.2.1.51andB2.1.52be
rejected and that SWBT's proposed
language offering other types of
multiplexing through the Special
Request Process be adaptad. 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 fo be a
bundiing of netwaork elements, rather
than an unbundling of those elements.
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i
be accepted in order to Implement
nondiscriminalory access to
unbundted dedicaled transport.
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14. Access to Equipment to AMlow ATA&T
to Utilize Fult Functionality of UNE

b. Input/Quiput Port

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

Yes. the language in Section 5 of
Attachment 8 defines certain local
switching poris that SWBT will make
available to ATAT and which are
priced on Appendix Pricing UNE -
Schedule of Prices. The language in
that Section further provides that
AT&T may request additional port
types through the Special Request
process,

This structure is acceptable to AT&T
so long as it has reascnable
assurance that the parties have
included in the “standard” ports a
cormplets list of the ports necessary to
utilize the switching functionality that
will meet its projected needs for the
life of the contract.

During recent negotiations AT&T
requested that SWBT include
"inputfoutpul” ports in the list of ports
available under Attachment 6 without
special request. Third-party voice
mail providers use a type of
input/output port called an “SMDI" port
to make voice mail functicns available
through local switching. Mot all
switches, however, use the name
*SMDI" for the port that provides this
functionality. Accordingly, AT&T has

Altachment 6

5X Input/Output (WO} Port:
Provides access to the switch for a
variety of functions Including but
not limited to volce mail functiona
{e.9., SMDI Port).

No. AT&T demands that SWBT
include contract wording that provides
unlimited access to input and output
ports on central office swilches with
no consideralion to the cost or use of
such ports. In Hs arguments
supporting the proposed contract
waording AT&T discusses its need for
Simpliffied 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 Seivice
Provider ("ESP") client delivery of
originating call information from the
network, as well as allowing network
roceipt of Message Waiting Indication
activation and deactivation messages
from the ESP.

SWBT offers this as latiffed services
called Subscriber Line Informetion
("SI} and Nelwork Subscriber
Information Interface. The senvice is
used by voice mail service providers
to activate the shulter dial lone on a
clienfs line when a message bhas
been received in the customer's voice
mall box. It is elso used to remove
the shitter dial tone when the
message has been retieved. The

SWBT proposas the following
language:

AT&T may request additional port
types from SWBT through the Special
Request process.
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e
proposed that the contract recognize
the more genetic “inputfoutput port.”

This functionality is available to SWBT
for use in providing volce 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
swilch vendors, in order to obtain the
full functionality of local switching.
SWBT should be required lo provide
the input/output port without special
request,

ATAT believes that, during the price
proceadings, the Commission may
have found that the cost of
input/output ports is already included
in the SWBT swilching cost study. if
this is tha case, then there should be
no additional charges for inputfoutput
port functionality.

IV. UNE PARITY
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ATIEALrd Bt 3N
sorvice requires a
and a data link {o the ESP switch for
the signaling and a mulliline hunt
group of lines for the voice messages.

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

AT&T characterizes this request as
being made “during recent
negotiations”. However, AT&T only
raised this Issue during June 97
Texas negotiations. This Is a prime
example of how AT&T's view that
everything was arbitrated in Case No.
TO-97-40 and everything else is free
in inaccurate,

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

c. Switch Capability
SWBT Statement of Issue:

May ATAT diclate to SWBT how SWBT
should run its business and obtain
SWBT's proprietary switch and software

Yos. Hare, AT&T seeks to
differentiate its service and avail itself
of the full functionality of the UNE
switching element, not just those
features that SWBT 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
capabliities of each local switch, by

Attachment 6

3.X alist of all services and

featu functions and litles
of each switch by switch CLLI and
NPA NXX, including, but not limited
to, of switching equipmen
installed version of sofiware

generic, secured features,

identification ofn_nx software or

No. AT&T has proposed language
which would require SWBT lo provids
to AT&T upon request "a list of all
services and features, functions and
capabilities of each switch that SWBT
may use to provide a Local Switching
Element, by switch CLLI and NPA
NXX, including, but not limited to, type
of switching equipment installed,
version of software genefic, secured

SWBT proposes the following
language:

A list of all services and features
activated and working for each switch
that SWBT may use to provide a
Local Switching Element, by swilch
CLLI and NPA NXX. Within ten {10)
business days after the Effective Date
of the Agreement, SWBT will provide

Une Parity - 33
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information without any legitimate
business justification?

ATST Statement of Issue:

Should the Contract Require SWBT to

Provide AT&T with Information on Swilch

Capability that is available to SWBT?

swilch CLLI and NPA NXX. SWBT
oppases providing information about
any switch service or feature
capabiliies that are not currently
activated and working.

SWBT's position again denies AT&T
full access to UNE functionality and
the information necessary to provide
competitive services to customers
through unbundled network elements.
SWBT's 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 that are
differentiated from the incumbent's,
SWBT resists. SWBT is 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&T's proposed language should be
accepted.

IV. UNE PARITY
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hardware constraints or
enhancements, and a means fo
rellably corrolate a customer
addresas with the data. Within ten
{10} business days after the

Effective Date of this agresment,
SWBT will provide AT&T an initlal

slectronic copy of this information.
SWBT will provide complete
refreshes of this data to AT&T
eloctronically as changes aro made
to tho SWBT data base or ag AT&T
may otherwise request. SWBT will
send the Initial batch feed
electronically via the Network Data

Mover Network using the
CONNECT: Direct protocol;

features, identification of any scftware
or hardware constraints or
enhancements, and a means lo
reliably comrelate a customer address
with the data....” 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
SWBT's 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
SWRBT disclose to AT&T a list of all
services, features, funclions and
capabilities of each swilch. It is SWBT
position that this information has no
bearing on the ordering and
provisioning of UNEs.

The agreed to language already
provides that when ordering UNEs,
AT&T will have access fo a pre-order
elecironic 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
lstephone numbers and features and
services available in the end office
where the customer is provisioned.”
AT&T doss not need any other
information. Rather, LSPs, through the
preordering process, cen reference
those retall features and services that
are available from SWBT's switch and
compare that with what features and
services are possible via UNEs under

AT&T an initial electronic copy of this
Informafion. SWBT will provide a
complete update of the information to
AT&T electronically on a quarterly
basis, or as AT&T may otherwise
request. If AT&T requests more than
one update in any quarter, a charge
may apply for each such additionat
request. The Parties agree to
negotiate in good faith whether and to
what extent such a charge should
apply.
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SWBT. To the extent that the LSP
desires a feature which is not listed on
the retail availability list, SWBT will
investigate the LSPs request on an
individual customer basis to determine
if the feature is fechnically feasible
from that switch.

AT&T has not established any
lagitimate justification for seeking the
regquested information and il appears
that its underlying intent Is to gain
access to SWBT's proprietary
information cencerning its swilches
and software. For these reasons, the
Commission should adopt SWBT's
proposed language and reject AT&T's
proposed language.

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

d. Expedited Special Request
Process

SWBT Statement of Issue:

Can a scheduls for arbitration of disputed
requests for unbundled network
elementis be imposed on SWBT when it
is in confiict with that of the Act?

AT&T Statement of [ssue:

Should the special request process
provide reasonable procedures for
expedited requeslis?

Yes. During the life of the contract,
AT&T may request an element that
has not been provided for under the
Agreement {i.e., a request for
unbundling some facility or
functionality not previously recognized
as a distinet unbundled element). An
expediled process is needed to fulfill
those requests when the request is for
an element that exists in the network
but is not priced. The language in
Attachment 8, Section 2 describes a
"Special Request Process.” The
standard process provides for a 30-
day preliminary feasibility
determination by SWBT; it then
provides an additional 60 days for
devaloping a price quote and more
detailed desctiption of how the
request would be implemented. The
process requires the Parties to act

Attachment 6

2.X Whenever AT&T submits the
Special Requaest for of the

following elements: Local Loop,

Local Switching; Tandem
Switching; Operator Services and

Directory Assistance; Interoffice
Transport, Including Common
Transport and Dedicated
Transport; Signaling and Cal}
Related Databases; Oparations
Support Systems; and Cross

Connects — and the particular
unbundled Network Elementa

requested Is oparational at the time

of the request, but Is not priced
under this Agreement, SWBT will

provide a price quote to AT&T for
that element within ten days

lollowln' mlgt of ATAT's

No. SWBT has offered a special
request process to allow AT&T to
request new or medified network
elements. Thal process has shorter
and more specific time frames than
those required by the Act. In the 1"
arbitration, the Commission found in
favor of SWBT's BFR process with
limited changes. This issue should
not be re-arbitrated here. Daspite
this, AT&T demands an even more
expedited process. Under AT&T's
proposed language, the parties have
twenty {20) days fo agree on the price
of an unpriced nelwork element before
arbitration can be demanded. The
arbilration hearing is then to be held
within sixty (60) days after demand Is
made. See General Terms and
Conditions,

{SWBT opposes the inclusion of this
language without offering competing
language.)
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h e
"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 12/96 Arbitration
Award, AT&T and SWBT have agread
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
ATA&T believes go beyond the types of
requests that the Commission
intended lo cover in its arbitration
award.. For a number of the elements
that the PUC ordered fo be unbundled
{e.g., local loops), it became apparent
during prior negoliations that SWBT
was preparad only to offer certain
types on a slandard basis. Thus,
Section 4.X of Attachment & provides
for a 2-wire analog loop, with and
without condilioning, a 4-wire analog
loop, and 2-wire (BRI) and 4-wire
{PRI) digital loops. Section 4.X
provides that AT&T may requesl
additional loop types through the
Special Request Process. Other
provisions of the Agreement refer
other types of requests to this
process, including requests to modify
an element or requests to provide an
element performing with greatsr or
lesser quality than SWBT provides to
itself.

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

1V, UNE PARITY
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request. If the Partiss have nat
agreed to the price within ten days
thereafier either Party may submit
the matter for dispute resclution as

provided for in Attachment 1:
Terms 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 substantielly shorler
than that mandated by the Act.

SWBT hasa™. .. duty fo provide . . .
nondiscriminalory access to network
alements on an unbundlad basis . . .
on rates, lerms and conditions that
are just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminalory in accordance . . .
with the requirements of this section
and section 252 of this litle.” 47
U.S.C. §251(cX3) (emphasis added).
SWET has no duly to provide
Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs)
on such a short schedule.
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“iTimr
a



anlicompetlitive barrier. If AT&T
requests an efement that is in place
and serving a SWBT customer whom
ATAT has won {e.q., a loop that Is In
place and functional btt 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
exiended 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
fo win the customer.

AT&T has proposed language that
would require SWBT fo provide a
price quote within 10 days of

receiving a request for an element that
is within one of the recognized
categorles of elements and is
operational at the time of the request.

SWBT's intended scope of applicalion
for a Special Request Process did not
become apparent until post-hearing
Misscuri interconnection agreement
negotiations. Since that ime AT&T
has presented these timing concemns
directly to the Arkansas, Kansas, and
Oklahoma Commissions. All of those
Commissions have found AT&T's 10-
day price quote procedure fo 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
and SWBT's unwillingness to agrese to
any schedule is unreasonable.”™)

IV. UNE PARITY
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accepted in order that the Special
Request Process does not deny
AT&T nondiscriminatory, just and
reasonable access to the network
glements that the PUCT has ordered
SWBT to unbundle.

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?

ATA&T Statement of Issue:

Should SWBT limit AT&T's ability to
block 800/976 calls, leng-distance calls,
and international calls for AT&T
customers served by SWBT UNEs?

No. The ability to biock 900, 976,
lang-distance, and international calls
are features commonly requested by
custemers. AT&T and other new
entrants using UNEs should have
access o the same blocking and
screening functionalities that are
available to SWBT through its
swilches and signalling systems.

SWRBT provides these blocking and
screening capabilities to s own retail
customers by line class codes in lts
local swilches, SWBT previcusly has
advised AT&T that it will not allow
UNE purchasers to use the blocking
and screening line class codes that
SWBT uses for these functions.
Indeed, SWBT initially mede a
“business decision” to offer only
twelve default line class codes to
UNE-based providers; those codes
did not include any blocking or
screening capability.. When asked
why such a limited default set was
defined, SWBT's explained that this
was a “business decision” to conserve
line class code resources and receive

Attachment &

5.X There will he no charge to
ATAT, over and abovs switch port
and usage charges to ohtain the
blocking/screaning and recording
functions that SWBT providas to iis
own customers served by the local

switch., f AT&T requests special
screening or recording capabllities

that SWBT does not provide to Its
customers, ATA&T will pay SWBT its
cost to provide those capabfiities.

Attachment 7

5.X When AT&T requests call

screen! In con

with a purchase of unbundied Local
Switching, ATAT will not be required
to pay these propased “Call

Blocking/Screening” charges, but will
pay the applicable switch port and
switching usage charges from
Appendix Pricing UNE - Schedule of
Prices for the local switch used to
provide such screening. Hitis

determined by the Texas Commission

Seealso IV - 1g.

Yes. SWRBT should be able to recover
all of their costs in providing
unbundled network elements

AT&T appears to believe that SWBT
intends to limit AT&T's ability to block
900/976 calls, long-distance calls, and
international calls for AT&T customers
served by SWBT UNE's.

SWBT does nol intend lo limit AT&T's
ability to restrict its customers in any
manner. However, SWBT does want
to be compensated for the labor
required to design and implement
those restrictions.

AT&T's proposed conlract language
should be rejected.

SWBT does not believe that
determinations made by the Texas
Commission should be imposed In a
Missouri interconnection agreement

SWBT proposes the following
language:

Customized Routing of Directory
Assistance and Operator Services
and/or any special blocking/screening
requirements, (e.g., 800 blocking, foll
restriction) assoctated with
customized rouling will be provided on
SWBT swilches by December 31,
1997. The schedule is dependent
upen the ability of SWBT's vendor to
mest its current commitment;
however, SWBT will use its bast
efforts to manage the vendor to meet
said date. Where AT&T orders
Customized Routing andfor any
special blocking/screening
requitemeants, {6.g., 900 blocking, toll
restriction) such order must be placed
on a per class of service basis in each
end office. Once available in
accordance with the above, SWBT will
fulfill initial orders for particular
Customized Routing arrangements
andfor any speclal blocking/screening
requirements, (e.g., 900 blocking , lof
restriction) within 30 work days unless

compensation for work driven by their { that additional “Call the Parlies agree otherwise. Where it
decision to use these line class Blocking/Screaning charges should is not technically feasible to meet
codes. In negotiations, it has bacome | apply, AT&T will pay the rates and ATA&T's requests through available
clear that the development of line charges ordered by the Texas SWBT network resources, SWBT will
class codas for these features will Commission or as the Partles may advise AT&T within 15 working days
consumse an inordinate amount of ime | otherwise agree. after order receipl.
and money, similar to the prohibitive
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pricing for customized 0

was based on line class code
methodclogy. AT&T's ability to offer
these features o their customers
should not be impaired by SWBT's
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 office,
when it uses unbundied local
swilching. SWBT would require such
orders, regardiess of whether AT&T
orders cuslomized routing to its own
OS/DA platform from the affecled
switch or whether AT&T uses SWBT's
OS/DA slement associated with that
switch.

AT&T understands that it may need lo
address call blocking/scresning
requirements as part of establishing
customized routing orders in those
limited instances, if any, where fine
class code methodology will be used
to provide customized routing in an
end office, For swilches where AIN
customized routing Is used, or where
AT&T does not request customized
routing for OS/DA, ATAT would
expect to receive the same range of
call screening and blocking
capabilities for its customers that
SWBT pravides o its customers out
of that same end office. AT&T should
not ba required to place a special end-
office order for such capabilities,
unless it proposes to vary the
screening and blocking capabilities
from those that SWBT provides.

IV. UNE PARITY
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"SWAT proposes the following

language:

Upon request by AT&T, SWBT will
provide blocking and/or screening
capabllites. These capabilities are
defined as 900/976 call blocking,
IDDD international call blocking end
toll denial. For resold lines or
unbundled Local Switching with
customnized routing provided via Line
Class Codes (LCC), AT&T must
specifically request the
blocking/screening characteristics
required on its Customized Routing
Request. Forresold lines and
unbundled switch ports provided via
SWBT's AIN 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
btocking/screening except te the
extent that special Line Class Codes
must be built to accomptlish the
request. This will be required for
resold lines with Customized Routing
via LCC because there is no SWBT
LCC which can be shared. It will also
be required for unbundled switch ports
which must be built before SWBT's
AlN Customized Routing offering is
available.

Attachment 7. D&P

SWABT proposes the following
language:

The Cherge for Calt Blocking reflectad
in Attachment 6, Appendix Pricing
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AirE 3 bt "5

UNE - Schedule of Prices labeled
Regardless of any ordering *Call Blocking/Screening” under Local
requirements, AT&T should not be Switching.

required lo pay any separate charges
assoctated with call screening and
blocking. These capabilities of the
SWABT switch, commonly used by it to
provide service toils customers,
should be included in the rates for
unbundled local switching. Blocking
900/976 calls foday is a basic service
that AT&T must be able to offer.
There Is no justification for SWBT's
proposed blocking/screening charges.
In preparing for UNE implementation,
SWBT developed a sel of line class
codes to make available fo LSPs who
ordor UNEs. It developed those
standard codes without opportunity for
input from LSPs. SWBT chose to
omit from its “standard™ UNE line
class codes any call blocking or
screening capability. Here again
SWRBT has designed a UNE
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
assoclated with certain calling plans.
This functionality also should be
avallable to AT&T on a parity basis,
without separate charge, unless AT&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 SWBT will
only propose separate charges for
blocking and screening when AT&T
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uses line class code customized
routing. According toc SWBT, the AIN
customized routing technology will
allow AT&T and other LSPs to use the
same line class codes for blocking
and screening that SWBT uses for
itself. Al this time, it is not clear how
many switches in Missouri will have lo
use line class code customized
routing {such as some versions of
DMS technology switches) rather than
AIN technology. To the extent that
AIN customized routing displaces
SWBT's plans lo ulilize line class
code customized routing, SWBT's
new position, if embodied in a
coniractual commitment, has the
potential to resolve lhis issue.
Howsver,, it Is not yet established ar
agreed that AIN customized routing
will be available in all SWBT end
offices at cost-based prices, and that
the AIN sclution will provide rouling
capability to AT&T that is equivalent to
the routing capability to SWBT i
through its local swilches. However
these customized routing issues are
rosoived, ATET is entitied fo access
to the blocking and screening
capabilities of the local swilches at
parity with SWBT.

SWBT proposes special end-office
ordering requirements for call blocking
and screening capabilities should be
rejected, and AT&T's contract
language providing that AT&T will pay
only applicable local swilching
charges, unless it requires
blockingfscreening or recording
capabiliies that SWBT does not use
in providing services lo it customers,
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should be adopted.

Sea related issue in Pricing Matrix V.

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 thase
elements, based on SWBT's
determination not to permit AT&T
and cther LSP technicians access to
SWBT network facilities that is equal
to the access available to SWBT
technicians?

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
SWRBT customers. Rather, SWBT
has stated that it will continue, as it
had planned, to make such
connections between etements for
LSPs. Given SWBT's unwillingness
to provide nondiscriminatory access
for purposes of making connections,
SWBT's commitment lo 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 fowa Ulilities Board decision, the
Eighth Circuit vacated the subparts of
FCC Rule 51.315 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
assumplion that the JLECs "would
rather allow entrants access to their
networks than have to rebundie the
unbundled elements for them.” Slip.
op. at 141,

In an August 1997 arbifration hearing
with AT&T in Texas, SWBT was

called upon to address the impacl of
this Eighth Circuit fuling. During that

Attachment 7:

6.X When AT&T orders elements
that are not currently
interconnected and functional,
SWBT will connect the elements for
ATAT, except as follows: (a} if
ATST requests that the slements
terminate in a collation space,
ATAT will be respensible for

making the connection; and {b) if
ATAT orders an unbundled NID for

connection to an AT&T loop, AT&T
will be responsible for connecting
the loop to the unbundled SWBT
NiD. Thete |3 no separate charge to
AT&Y for SWBT providing the
cannections called for under this
section, apart from the rates and
charges for the relevant elements

as |isted on Appendix Prieing UNE -
Schedule of Prices. ‘

See 1stissue (1-J ) in Attachment
V - Pricing.

AT&T's language should be rejected
since it is entirely unnecessary to
ensure thal SWBT will perform the
function of connecting UNE through
the offer of X-Conns. |n addition,
AT&T's language suggests that SWBT
will perform the function of conbining
{x-connecting) UNE on AT&T's behalf
at no charge. Althcugh SWBTis
willing to continue to offer lo perform
the combining of UNE for AT&T, itis
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 of combining elements.
SWBT is not aware of any such
request from AT&T.
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hearing, SWBT confirmed that it

continues fo 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 office, which
is the means that SWBT uses lo
cross-connect those network
components for ils own purposes.
August 1997 ATET/SWBT 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 at this
lime is to continue to offer to do the
connecting of unbundied elements.”
Tr. 503 (Auinbauh). "To the extent
that the access that we offer ta the
unbundled elements will not allow the
local service provider to do the
connecling, we will do the connecling.
I's & prefty reasonable position.” Tr.
503-04 (Auinbauh), see also Tr. 507-
08 (Auinbauh).

SWET effectively conceded that it will
not allow entrants access to SWBT's
natwork, at parity with SWBT's
access, which was the assumplion
underlying the Eighth Circuit's
decision { vacate the FCC rule
provisions that obligated ILECs to do
the "combining™ work for entrants.
lowa Utiliies Board, slip op. at 141.
Accordingly, for elements that are not
currently interconnected and
functional at the time of an AT&T
order, SWBT shaould be held to its
commitment to “continue to offer fo
[AT&T] what we have offered in the

1V. UNE PARITY
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past; and that is to actually do the
connecting of the nelwork elements.”
Tr. 507-08 (Auinbauh). (Elements that
are interconnacted and functional at
the lime of the order may not be
disconnected, as discussed
elsewhere).

ATAT has proposed language that
would incorporate this commitment
into the Missouri contract. AT&T
submits thatit is necessary and
appropriate to incorporate this
languags into the Intarconnection
Agreement, in order to provide for the
nondiscriminatory access to UNEs
that the Act requires, given SWBT's
position on technician access to ils
facilities.
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1. UNE Pricmg =
SWAT Statement of Issua:

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-97-407

AT&T Statement of Issue:

May SWBT assess rates or charges for
AT&T’s use of unbundled network
clements, other than the permanent rates
and charges established by this
Commission for UNEs in its July 31, 1997
Final Arbitration Order in Case No. TO-
97-407

No. Inits July 31, 1997 Final
Artitration Order, the Commission
established permanent prices for
unbundled network elements. 7/31/97
Order at 4. The Commission
specifically found as follows: “Prices
for the unbundled network elements
include the full functionality of each
element. No additionai charges for
any such element, the functionalities
of the element, or the activation of the
element or its functionalities shall be
permitted.” Id.

With that finding, the process of
establishing the prices that will apply
to AT&T's 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
UNESs recognized by this Commission
at the rates and charges set in this
Commission's July 31 Order.

SW8T has taken the position that,
notwithstanding tha July 31 Order,
there are additional "rate elements”
associated with AT&T's prospective
use of UNEs. SWBT asserts the right
to impose additional charges for these
“rate elements” and maintains that
pricing for these rate elemenis was
not “arbitrated” in the previous AT&T
arbitration or the related cost docket.
SWET'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 undemine the
availability of cost-based access to

Attachment 6, Appendlx Pricing-
UNE

1.X Prices for the unbundied
natwork 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 permitted.

1.X Except for requests that are
expressly made subject to the

Speclal 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 Schedute of Prices. The
Parties agree that tha Appendix
Pricing UNE — Schedute bf Prices
contains a complete list of rate
elements and charges associated

with AT&T's ordering,

provisioning, billing,
maintenance, and use of the

unbundled Network Elsements
that SWBT is required to provide
under the Act {other than the
items that are subject to the
spocial request process). This
paragraph does not limit or expand
the use of the Special Request
Process.

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

‘Enfii ed ¢ ‘.' .A
ATA&T's posmon is that ifa 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 raquested in Case No.
TO-97-40. For example, AT&T
believes that it should receive
customized routing, branding and
rating, entrance facilities,
standalone multiplexing, digital
cross-connect systems (BCS), and
access to SWBT's operational
support systems (0SS) 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 o AT&T at
no charge. SWBT is entitled to
recover, at a minimum, its coslts for
any UNE, rate element applicable fo
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 costis
already in an existing UNE rate. In
many cases SWBT has conducted
a TELRIC study and has identified
the additional costs for the items
ATAT is requesting. AT&T
continues te identify additional
features, functions and work
activities it Is requesting SWBT
perform on its behalf not previously
identified in Case No. TO-97-40 .
SWBT incurs costs to provide these

(SWBT's proposed prices are
corftained in the attached Price
Schedules. Attachment B of the
Missouri Commission’s July 31,
1987 Order and Appendix Pricing
UNE include prices for UNEs, rate
elements applicable to UNEs or
ancillary items or capabilities to be
used in conjunction with UNEs.
The price schedule alsg 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
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July 31 Order,

The priar arbitration proceedings left
no room for SWBT to continue to
unilaterally assert the right to collect
additional UNE rates and charges. On
the contrary, that process provided
SWBT with full and fair nolice and
opportunity to present any and all
proposed rates and charges
associated with the elements that the
Commission had recognized.

To begin with, the Commission in its
December 11, 1996 Arbitration Order
required SWBT to make available to
ATAT eight unbundled network
elements, without restriction: local
loops; loop ¢ross-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. The Commission
also ordered SWBT to provide
unbundled access to three subloop
elements — loop distribution plant, loop
concentrator/multiplexer, and loop
feeder — and to dark fiber. Iid at 9-12.

The Commission deferred the
establishment of permanent pricing for
these unbundled network elements.
1d. at 32. The Commission
established a schedule and procedure
for setting those permanent rates.

See July 31, 1997 Order at 2, That
procedura offered all parties the
opportunity io present their views, and

nbunad slements mis y the

H 5 innuded

o Ao Of patipde :
activities. AT&T is not entitled to
demand these items at no charge.
The prices listed in Attachment B of
the July 31, 1997 Order were '
supported by the PSC Staff's
revised TELRIC cost studies that
were the result of the 16 week
investigation of of SWBT's TELRIC
cost processes. SWBT provided 27
revised studies to the Staff for use
in the July 31 pricing Order. Itis
not possible for those 27 studies to
support every single itern that has
been, can or will be ordered by the
new entrants. Whare SWBT can
demonstrate that additional costs
are incurred in providing elements
to the new enfrants, it must be
allowed to recover those costs.

Pricing - 2
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i

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 thal there should be "no
additional charges" for any of these
elernents.

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 and CNAM query
transport charges do not appear on
Attachment B to the July 31 Order).
Based on the Commission’s finding
that its UNE prices include full
functionality of the elements and that
no additional charges are permitted,
ATA&T understands that the exclusion
of SWBT's 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 unbundied network elements, and
that the additional rate elements
proposed by SWBT were unnecessary
or inappropriate. SWBT has had to
opportunity to propase its additional
rate elements, it did so, they were

phaterad i Gt
supporting data, on the rate structure

Pricing - 3
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V. PRICING

nsidered during the cost
proceedings, and they were rejected.

Nevertheless, SWBT has continued
to take the position that AT&T must
agree to pay additional rates and
charges for the network elements
that it was ordered to unbundie 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
SW8BT'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.

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

For example, signaling and call-
related databases were recognized as
an unbundted element in the
December 1996 Arbitration Order.
The pricing of AT&T's use of the
SWBT LIDB database was addressed
by the Commission in the prior

Pricing - 4
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proceedings; 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 LIDB query, over and above the
query charge approved by the
Commission. It does so despite the
fact that SWBT's proposed "Query
Transpont” charge of $0.0045, and
AT&T's opposition 1o 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 Pricing UNE — Schedule
of Prices at 10. SWBT's Query
Transport charge was excluded from
the approved list of UNE 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
by the Commission in Attachment 8 to

Pricing - 5
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AT&T requests two actions by the
Commission to halt what otherwise
threatens to be a never-ending parade
of proposed UNE rates and charges
that will prevent any LSP from
developing and executing a plan to
deliver competilive
telecommunications services lo
Missour 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 fundamentaily,
ATA&T requests that the Commission
order that the Interconnection
Agreement include the language that
ATA&T has proposed here for Sections
1.X and 1.X of Appendix Pricing UNE.
This proposed language will '
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 functionalities, are
prohibited. It also will affirrn 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 agraed should be
subject to a special request process,
e.g., requests for new types of

Pricing -8
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unbundling) Thls Ianguage 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, 1897
Final Arbitration Order resolved these
pricing issues. AT&T is attempting to
obtain clarification from the
Commission in thal regard during the
process of preparing and presenting a
compliance contract for Commission
approval. AT&T also continues to
review these matters with SWAT, in
hopes of obtaining agreement that
complete UNE prices have been
established and SWBT's proposed
additional rates should be withdrawn.
However, if SWBT persists in
asserting the right to charge additional
UNE rates and the dispute over these
proposed additional charges is not
explicitly resolved during the contract
approval process, AT&T must request
the Commission to rute on them here.

ATA&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
Commigsion promptly {o put an end to
SWBT's effort to circumvent those
rulings and to assess unapproved

Pricing - 7
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} NE rates and charg

add cost, confusion, and detay to new
entrants’ use of SWBT's unbundled
elements.

that will only

1a.

SWBT Statement of Issue:

May SWBT assess an EAS Port
Additive Charge when AT&T requests
a telephane number with a NXX which
has an expanded area calling scope
and AT&T's end user is allowed to
receive toll free calls from SWBT
customers calling the AT&T end user?

AT&T Statement of issue:

May SWBT assess an EAS Port
Additive Charge, over and above this
Commission's approved unbundled
switching charges, to artificially
compensate SWBT for EAS ravenues
it once received from customers that
have moved to AT&T?

No. SWBT's proposed EAS Pont
Additive is an attempt to add charges
for an unbundled element — focal
switching — which was the subject of
the prior arbitration and for which the
Commission already has established
permanent, cost-based rates.

SWET did not propose this charge
until after the parties had filed
proposed contracts and disputed
contract issues with the Commission
in April 1997. AT&T does not know
whether SWBT proposed this charge
and attempted to support it in
consulation with the Commission staff
during the cost proceeding. Cerainly
it had the opportunity to do so, and it
has no basis for seeking to add
another local swilching charge at this
time. Further, the proposed EAS Port
Additive Charge is plainly improper
under the Act. SWBT seeks 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. Specifically, SWBT seeks

fo 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 clearly

(AT&T proposes no competing
language on this subject and
requests the Commission to reject
SWBT's proposal)

When ATAT ulilizes an NXX
equipped for two-way toll free EAS,
SWBT is entitled to compensation.
The situation presented here
involving UNE {namely that AT&T
receives the benefit of two-way toll
free calling as a result of requesting
a SWBT NXX specially equipped {o
pravide EAS) entitles SWBT to the
proposed compensation. If AT&T's
proposal were adopted, AT&T
would receive the benefits of toll
free calfing analogous to an BOO
service. Under AT&T's proposal,
SWBT would waive toll charges to
SWBT end users calling AT&T end
users and SWBT would receive no
off setting compensation for this
arrangement - - clearly another
something for nothing argument.

When AT&T requests a telephone
number with a NXX which has an
expanded area calling scope (EAS)
in a SWBT end office, AT&T will
pay the charge contained on
Appendix Pricing UNE - Schedule
of Prices labeled "EAS Port
Additive”.

Pricing -8
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*eason Wity 19
n«*&}?i‘g@ il ded o £ Doy
not part of the cost of providing
unbundled focal switching.

1b. c’“h"‘;‘;gmt;f:ﬁ‘;:xpﬁm ?ﬁaéﬂﬁ ::L":;?;“g':gf"‘“g Attachment 6 Yes. ATAT has requested a UNE | (SWBT opposes inclusion of
dedicated transport charges charges for an unbundled element — 8.X There Is no charge for gmﬁsr;g;“sﬂoe?dg tltl:eCase No AT8T's language.)
approved by the Commission? dedicated transport — which was the mutiiplexing in addition to the TO-07-40 issued on July 31 199'7
subject of the prior arbitration and for | rates charged for dedicated This issue was never arbitralt ed.
which the Commission already has transport. AT&T has requested a rate for .
esttablashed permanent, cost-based muliplexing/ demultiplexing for
Fates. voice grade to DS1to DS3. SWBT
Multplexing is a necessary mscartai the rate which wil be
mﬂﬁgﬂ‘:f'mirﬁfgﬁgﬁim provided in a SWBT cost witness’
higher-speed dedicated {ransport to testimony.
be connected to lower-speed transport
orto ‘;’;b::l‘:;‘;dec'f’i?os;d’;':':gfﬁ’g“g See also AT&T Matrix IV issue #14
transmission facility to function. AT&T Wh';;e A.I;&T aAg_Ir_t;e: to.gay ;or
nderstands that the dedicated muttiplexing. avidently

;lrans:)so it rates set in the considers multiplexing as a

. \ "necessary component” yet failed to
Commission's July 31, 1997 Order . el B N
include multiplexing functicnality. The raise this issue in (_:ase No. TQ-97
Commission Advisary Staff Costin 40. The FCC considered
and Pricing Report g‘ which the 9 multiplexing in developing its
Commission relied Iin selting its y unbundlir;lg;;t?ulrengts (?ee
permanent UNE prices, ses July 31, . paragrap ). yet did no

) . determine that this type of
1997 Final Arbltration Order at 34, multiplexing was *necessary" and
based its dedicated transport rate h
recommendation (which the did not order it as part of unbundled
Commission adopted) on a forward- ded'?ated.nnsmft‘ AT&T appears
looking fiber based network. The to raise this issue in two places. In

. . Matrix IV AT&T acknowledges its
;:E:Su:‘;ﬁzﬂ;:"wyr:;g:‘e{:;hﬁ;:;n obligation to pay, yet here AT&T
dedicated Ira it rat b 9 ed returns to that old familiar reprise
ica nsport rates were bas sits free.”

included “1996 cable broadguage
costs and mulfiplexing equipment
investments provided by SWBT's
procurement department” July 31,
1997 Final Arbitration Order,
Attachment C, at 69, Multiplexing
costs ware included in the costs from
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