CASE NO. ________________
MASTER LIST OF ISSUES BETWEEN CENTURYTEL AND SOCKET

ARTICLE VII:  APPENDIX UNE PRICING

	Issue Statement
	Issue No.
	Sec.

Nos.
	Socket Language
	Socket Preliminary Position
	CenturyTel Language
	CenturyTel Preliminary Position

	1.  What UNE rates should be included in the ICA?
	1
	N/A
	See Article VII – Appendix UNE Pricing for proposed price lists, plus the following rates, inadvertently omitted from the Appendix

The following rates apply as set forth in Article XVIII, xDSL, Section 6.0:

Additional xDSL capable loop ordered:

Non-recurring – Initial  $8.41

Non-recurring – Add’l – N/A

Removal of Repeater (per occurrence)

Non-recurring initial or add’l - $221.90

Removal of Bridged Tap (per occurrence)

Non-recurring initial or add’l - $221.90

Removal of load coil (per occurrence)

Non-recurring initial or add’l - $325.83

       In addition, Socket seeks deaveraging of DS1 and DS3 rates as follows:

CenturyTel Missouri:

                            DS1           DS3
Zone 1            $ 208.71      $2,050.30

Zone 2            $ 192.96      $1,895.62

Zone 3            $   99.81      $   980.48

Zone 4            $   66.17      $   650.05

Spectra:

                            DS1           DS3
Zone 1            $ 209.04      $2,424.89

Zone 2            $ 193.27      $2,241.95

Zone 3            $   99.96      $1,159.61

Zone 4            $   66.28      $   768.81

Zones are defined in the same manner as those in the Commission’s Final Arbitration Order, issued August 1, 1997,  in Case No. TO-97-63, the AT&T/GTE arbitration from which agreed rates are derived.  

See also attachment for NRCs.


	Many of the most important UNE rates are not in dispute.  The rates approved in the Commission’s AT&T/GTE arbitration are the UNE rates that CenturyTel agreed to offer when it took over operation of GTE service territories in Missouri.  CenturyTel’s contract proposal incorporates those rates, but then inappropriately adds numerous other rates (namely, extremely high non-recurring rates) that are not a part of the AT&T/GTE ICA it agreed to honor.  CenturyTel’s newly proposed non-recurring rates are not supported by any cost studies, and there is no evidentiary basis for the Commission to approve them in this docket.  As a counter to these new rates, Socket has proposed a series of non-recurring charges based on the rates approved by the Commission in the M2A successor arbitration, Docket No. TO-2005-0336.  Those rates are attached to this DPL.

Other than the non-recurring rates addressed above, Socket’s rates are all based on the AT&T/GTE ICA, on CenturyTel’s own rates tariffed at the FCC, on rate proposals made by CenturyTel in negotiations, or, as noted below, based on methodology approved in the AT&T/GTE arbitration.  The high non-recurring charges proposed by CenturyTel are contrary to CenturyTel’s commitment to abide by the AT&T/GTE ICA rates, and CenturyTel has provided no cost data to demonstrate they are reasonable.  The proposed rates are much higher than similar rates approved by the Commission in the recent SBC M2A arbitration, and higher than rates in Commission-approved negotiated ICAs. 

In addition to the agreed-upon deaveraged rates for 2 and 4 wire loops, Socket seeks deaveraging of DS1 and DS3 loops.  These UNE loop rates must be geographically deaveraged in order to comply with FCC rules and past Missouri PSC decisions.  The methodology used by Socket to create deaveraged rates is the same as that previously used by the Commission in Case No. TO-97-63 to deaverage 4 wire loops.

Because CenturyTel has previously refused to provide Socket with cost information, Socket reserves the right to amend its requested rates once it is provided cost studies and supporting information in response to its data requests.
	See Article VII – Appendix UNE Pricing for proposed price lists
	For the rates in dispute in this proceeding, the Commission should adopt CenturyTel’s proposals because they are consistent with governing costing methodology and ensure adequate cost recovery for CenturyTel.  Among other things, CenturyTel’s rate proposals include rates derived from the AT&T/GTE ICA that was the predecessor ICA for CenturyTel operations in Missouri.  The Non-recurring charges are related to the provisioning and ordering function referenced by the FCC and are standard in the industry.

With respect to Socket’s proposed Non-Recurring charges (NRCs), as well as its proposed DS1 and DS3 loop rates, the Commission should uniformly reject those proposed charges as both inapplicable and inappropriate.  Socket assumes, on one hand, that CenturyTel should be bound by old GTE rates.  While CenturyTel disagrees with Socket that it is bound to those old GTE/AT&T rates, CenturyTel did agree, as proposed by Socket, to incorporate these rates wherever possible.  However, the GTE/AT&T agreement did not include several rates, including non-recurring rates.  Those omitted rates were specified as TBD and the Agreement included a provision that allowed for utilization of the closest retail rate until such time that final rates were produced.  Consistent with Socket's request,  CenturyTel proposed all the existing GTE rates, including the NRC rates provided by GTE that were incorporated in all the other Agreements in Missouri that included the GTE/AT&T rates.  However, Socket is now proposing that CenturyTel utilize the SBC/AT&T NRCs from the recent M2A proceeding.  To simply incorporate AT&T/SBC rates is not consistent with TELRIC pricing methodology and fails to recognize CenturyTel’s specific costs, especially in light of Socket’s demands in this proceeding.  In one sense, of course, the proposed NRCs are methodologically flawed because they are based on AT&T/SBC order volumes that are substantially greater than CenturyTel’s order volume (more orders results in lower NRCs whereas fewer orders require greater NRCs to ensure cost recovery).  Second, Socket’s proposed NRCs ignore that Socket’s OSS demands and newly proposed provisioning intervals would impose millions of dollars of costs on CenturyTel, costs that must, under the law, necessarily be recovered from CLECs through NRCs.  Independent of the methodological failings in Socket’s proposals, therefore, they also fail to incorporate and account for substantial costs that uniquely arise in this context due to Socket demands.  In all events, the Commission should reject Socket’s proposed NRCs because they (a) fail to comply with TELRIC pricing methodology, (b) fail to reflect costs to CenturyTel, and (c) fail to afford CenturyTel cost recovery (i.e., OSS development and implementation costs, upgrading systems, expediting intervals, etc.).



Key:  Bold language represents language proposed by Socket and opposed by CenturyTel.
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Underlined language represents language proposed by CenturyTel and opposed by Socket.  
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