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Missoun: Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

Issue _ : ;
o Issue Commission Ruling Compliance| _
# ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

Policy Issues _ _

1. [Should the cross- erefore, the Commuission holds that, unless N/As
connect rate elementsjotherwise agreed by the parties, it will address
priced in Case No.  lall of those UNEs listed by Staff in its list filed
T(O-97-40 be used in jon February 23, 2001. The Commission will
lieu of SWBT’s mot address any UNEs not listed by Staff in its
proposed list filed on February 23, 2001.
modifications in Case
[No. TO-2001-438?

2. |Should the STP Port JAll parties agree that the Commission Yes SWBT only referenced the TO-97-40 rates on its rate
rate elements (STP  [established permanent rates for these UNEs in sheet. The Joint Sponsors have entered the precise TO-
Port, STP Port TO-97-40 and that those rates should continue 97-40 rates on their rate sheet.

Termination, to be used. Therefore, the Commission finds
Signaling Point that the appropriate rates for these elements are
Code, and Global the permanent prices that the Commission

Title Translation)  [established in its Final Arbitration Order in TO-
priced in Case No.  [97-40.

TO-97-40 be used in

lieu of SWBT’s

proposed

modifications in Case

No. TO-2001-438?

3. |Should the $87 Al parties agree that the Commission Yes SWBT only referenced the TO-97-40 rates on its rate !
Transport rate established permanent rates for these UNEs in sheet. The Joint Sponsors have entered the precise TO-
element priced in TO-97-40 and that those rates should continue 97-40 rates on their rate sheet,

Case No. TO-97-40 [to be used. Therefore, the Commission finds
be used in lieu of  (that the appropriate rates for these elements are
SWBT’s proposed  jthe permanent prices that the Commission
modification in Case |established in its Final Arbitration Order in TO-
No. TO-2001-4387 [97-40.
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

[Validation Query rate
element priced in
Case No. TO-97-40
be used in licu of
SWBT’s proposed
modification in Case
[No. TO-2001-438?

Commission set a permanent rate for this UNE
in TO-97-40. Therefore, they argue that the
Commission should not address that UNE in
this case. SWBT agrees that a permanent rate
was set for this element in TO-97-40, but it
contends that the Commission needs to revisit
this rate because the original rate does not
include costs for the use of SWBT’s Service
Management System (SMS8) and its fraud
detection system known as SLEUTH. SWBT
points out that Staff included this element
among its list of elements to be reviewed in this
case. The Joint Sponsors respond that SWBT
should not be permitted to correct mistakes in
selected previously established rates unless the
Commission wants to conduct a general review
of all such rates.

In fact, the Commission has now established
Case No. TO-2002-397 to conduct a general
review of all the TO-97-40 rates. As a result,
the Joint Sponsors will not be harmed if the
Commission chooses to review this rate in this
case,

As indicated in issue 1, the Commission will
review all rates included by Staff in its UNEs-
at-issue list. This UNE is in Staff’s list and,
therefore, the Commission finds that it should

he reviewed in this case.

Issue
' Issue Commission Ruling Compliance

- # ? ' Joint Sponsers’ Comments
4. {Should the LIDB The Joint Sponsors contend that the Yes
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Issue
: Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# _ : ' : T Joint Sponsors’ Comments

5. |Should the CNAM [This rate element was included in Staff’s UNEs- Yes
Service Queryrate [|at-issue list. As indicated in issue 1, the
element priced in Commission will review all rates included by
Case No. TO-97-40 |Staff in its UNEs-at-issue list. This UNE is in
be used in lieu of Staff’s list and, therefore, the Commission finds
SWBT’s proposed  [that it should be reviewed in this case.
modification in Case
No. TO-2001-438?

6. |Should the LIDB All parties agree that the Commission Yes SWBT only referenced the TO-97-40 rates on its rate
Service Order Chargelestablished permanent rates for these UNEs in sheet. The Joint Sponsors have entered the precise TO-
rate element priced in[TO-97-40, and that those rates should continue 07-40 rates on their rate sheet.

Case No. TO-97-40 [to be used. Therefore, the Commission finds
be used in licu of that the appropriate rates for these elements are
SWBT’s proposed  [the permanent prices that the Commission
modification in Case |established in its Final Arbitration Order in TO-
No. TO-2001-438? [97-40.
7. |Did SWBT failto  [The Commission finds that the testimony of N/A

provide a Standard
Features Cenfrex
Like Offering cost
study to establish
permanent prices for
the elements that had
earlier been studied
in Case No. TO-98-
1157

SWBT’s witness is credible. SWBT has
produced a cost study sufficient to support the
price it has proposed for its Standard Features
Centrex Like Offering.
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Issue -
: Issue Commission Ruling Compliance _
# ' ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

8. |If the answer to the [The Commission finds that the testimony of N/A
above is affirmative, [SWBT’s witness is ¢redible. SWBT has
what rates should the [produced a cost study sufficient to support the
Commission order in [price it has proposed for its Standard Features
lieu of SWBT’s Centrex Like Offering. Because it has found
failure to produce a (that SWBT has produced an appropriate cost
cost study? study, the Commission need not address issue 8.

9. |Did SWBT failto  [SWBT did not provide a cost study for Dark N/A
L)rovide a Dark Fiber [Fiber Records Research because Dark Fiber
Records Research  [Records Research was not included as an issue
cost study to in Staff’s UNEs-at-issue list, which established
establish permanent [the rate elements that would be examined in this
prices for the case. As the Commission indicated in issue 1, it
elements that had  [would be fundamentally unfair to alter the
earlier been studied |established list of elements at issue. Therefore,
in Case No. TO-98- |the Commission finds that SWBT has not failed
1157 to provide a cost study for Dark Fiber Records

Research because no such cost study is required.
10. If the answer to the |[Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A

labove is affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order in
lieu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a
cost study?

required to produce a cost study for Dark Fiber
Records Research, the Commission need not
address issue 10,

November 4, 2002
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# : ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
11. Did SWBT failto  [SWBT did not provide a cost study for Brandingl ~ N/A
provide a Branding  [because Branding was not included as an issue
cost study to in Staff’s UNEs-at-issue list that established the
establish permanent  [rate elements that would be examined in this
prices for the case. Asthe Commission indicated in issue 1, it
elements that had  [would be fundamentally unfair to alter the
earlier been studied |established list of elements at issue. Therefore,
in Case No. TO-98- [the Commission finds that SWBT has not failed
1157 to provide a cost study for Branding because no
such cost study is required.
This finding resolves the issue presented, and
the Commission need not address the question
of whether the Commission approved a
permanent rate for this element by approving
the M2A.
12. {If the answer to the  [Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A

above is affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order in
lieu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a

cost study?

required to produce a cost study for Branding,
the Commission need not address issue 12.

November 4, 2002
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

Issue _
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ' ' ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
13. [Did SWRBT failto  [SWBT did not provide a cost study for Rating N/A
provide a Rating cost [because Rating was not included as an issue in
study to establish Staff’s UNEs-at-issue list that established the
permanent prices for [rate elements that would be examined in this
the elements that had |case. As the Commission indicated in issue 1, it
earlier been studied |would be fundamentally unfair to alter the
in Case No. TO-98- lestablished list of elements. Therefore, the
1157 Commission finds that SWBT has not failed to
provide a cost study for Rating because no such
cost study is required.
This finding resolves the issue presented, and
the Commission need not address the question
of whether the Commission approved a
permanent rate for this element by approving
the M2A.
14, [If the answer to the |[Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A

above is affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order in
lieu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a

cost study?

required to produce a cost study for Rating, the
Commission need not address issue 14.
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Issue -
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# - ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
15. [Did SWBT failto  {This element was not included in Staff’s list of N/A
provide a White elements that needed to be addressed in this
[Pages cost study to  [case. As the Commission indicated in issue 1, it
establish permanent [would be fundamentally unfair to alter the
prices for the established list of elements at issue. Therefore,
elements that had the Commission finds that SWBT has not failed
earlier been studied [to provide a cost study for White Pages because
in Case No. TO-98- [no such cost study is required.
1157
This finding resolves the issue presented, and
the Commission need not address the question
of whether the Commission approved a
permanent rate for this element by approving
the M2A.
16. [If the answer to the [Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A
above is affirmative, [required to produce a cost study for White
what rates should the [Pages, the Commission need not address issue
Commission order in |16.
lien of SWBT’s
failure to produce a
cost study?
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Missouri Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

above is affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order in
lieu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a

cost study?

required to produce a cost study for Directory
Assistance Listings, the Commission need not
address issue 18.

‘Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# T Joint Sponsors’ Comments
17. |Did SWBT failto  [SWBT did not provide a cost study for N/A
provide a Directory iDirectory Assistance Listings because Directory
Assistance Listing  |Assistance Listings was not included as an issue
cost study to in Staff’s UNEs-at-issue list that established the
establish permanent [rate elements that would be examined in this
prices for the case. Asthe Commission indicated in issue 1, it
elements that had would be fundamentally unfair to alter the
carlier been studied |established list of elements at issue. Therefore,
in Case No. TO-98- [the Commission finds that SWBT has not failed
1157 to provide a cost study for Directory Assistance
Listings because no such cost study is required.
This finding resolves the issue presented, and
the Commission need not address the question
of whether the Commission approved a
permanent rate for this element by approving
the M2A.
18. [If the answer to the  [Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A

November 4, 2002
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

above 1s affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order in
licu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a

L:ost study?

required to produce a cost study for .SP
Emergency Contact for Non-Published Service,
the Commission need not address issue 20.

Issue .
. Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# o ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
19. |Did SWBT failto  [SWBT did not provide a cost study for LSP N/A
provide an LSP Emergency Contact for Non-Published Service
Emergency Contact [because LSP Emergency Contact for Non-
for Non-Published JPublisfﬂed Service was not included as an issue
Service cost study to [in Staff’s UUNEs-at-issue list that established the
establish permanent [rate elements that would be examined in this
prices for the case, As the Commission indicated in issue 1, it
elements that had would be fundamentally unfair to alter the
earlier been studied [|established list of elements at issue. Therefore,
in Case No. TO-98- [the Commission finds that SWBT has not failed
1157 to provide a cost study for LSP Emergency
Contact for Non-Published Service because no
such cost study is required.
This finding resolves the issue presented, and
the Commission need not address the question
of whether the Commission approved a
permanent rate for this element by approving
the M2A.
20. |If the answer to the  |Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A

November 4, 2002
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Missourt Case TO-2001-438
Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

Issue :
_ Issue Commission Ruling Compliance |

# _ ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

21. |Did SWBT failto  |SWBT concedes that it failed to produce the No This rate element was not listed in final rates provided
provide an LSP necessary cost study and agrees that the price by SWBT. This rate element was added to the revised
Complex Service proposed by the Joint Sponsors in their rebuttal rate sheet filed by the Joint Sponsors.
Conversion — Resale [testimony is appropriate. Therefore, the
cost study to Commission finds that the appropriate
establish permanent [permanent rate for Complex Resale Conversion
prices for the Orders is $54.29.
elements that had
earlier been studied
in Case No. TO-98-
1157

22, |If the answer to the [SWBT concedes that it failed to produce the No This rate element was not listed in final rates provided
jabove is affirmative, necessary cost study and agrees that the price by SWBT. This rate element was added to the revised
'what rates should the [proposed by the Joint Sponsors in their rebuttal rate sheet filed by the Joint Sponsors
Commission order in [testimony is appropriate. Therefore, the
lieu of SWBT’s Commission finds that the appropriate
failure to produce a lpermanent rate for Complex Resale Conversion
cost study? Orders is $54.29.

23. |Did SWBT failto  [SWBT concedes that it failed to produce the No This rate element was not listed in final rates provided
provide an LSP necessary cost study and agrees that the price by SWBT. This rate element was added to the revised

Simple Service
Conversion — Resale
cost study to
establish permanent
prices for the
clements that had
earlier been studied
in Case No. TO-98-
1157

proposed by the Joint Sponsors in their rebuttal
testimony is appropriate. Therefore, the
Commmission finds that the appropriate
permanent rate for Simple Resale Conversion
Orders is $5.00.

rate sheet filed by the Joint Sponsors

November 4, 2002
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ' o7 " Joint Sponsors’ Comments
24, [If the answer to the [SWBT concedes that it failed to produce the No This rate element was not listed in final rates provided
above is affirmative, [necessary cost study and agrees that the price by SWBT. This rate element was added to the revised
what rates should the [proposed by the Joint Sponsors in their rebuttal rate sheet filed by the Joint Sponsors.
Commission order in [testimony is appropriate. Therefore, the
lieu of SWBT’s Commission finds that the appropriate
failure to produce a [permanent rate for Simple Resale Conversion
cost study? Orders is $5.00.
25. [Did SWBT fail to  [Therefore, the Commission finds that SWBT N/A
provide an Access to fhas not failed to provide a cost study for Access
Directory Assistance [to Directory Assistance Database because no
Database cost study |such cost study is required.
to establish
permanent prices for
[the elements that had
carlier been studied
in Case No. TO-98-
1157
26. [If the answer to the [Because it has found that SWBT was not N/A

above is affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order in
licu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a
cost study?

required to produce a cost study for Access to
Directory Assistance Database, the Commission
need not address issue 26.

November 4, 2002
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Issue
o Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
- # ' ? ' Joint Sponsors’ Comments

27. |Should SWBT be  |Based on the testimony of [the] witnesses, the Yes [T2A rates are referenced in the compliance filing rate
permitted to use a 2- |Commission concludes that SWBT has failed to sheet.
Wire Analog Trunk [produce an appropriate cost study to support the
Port {DID) cost study [rates it proposed for DID Number Block
as the basis for DID [Assignments.

[Number Block
Assignment (10-
[Numbers or 100-
[Numbers) on Analog
DID Trunk Ports?

28. |If the answer above is|In the absence of any other evidence, the Joint Partial |SWBT had only referenced the T2A rates in its rate
negative, what rates [Sponsor’s recommendation that the Commission| sheet but did not enter the specific rates. The SWBT
should the adopt the rate approved in Texas is reasonable. rate sheet also still referenced the trunk ports as headers
Commission order in |[Therefore, the Commission finds that the for the DID number block rate elements. The rates and
lieu of SWBT’s permanent rate for DID Number Block element titles have been changed to match the T2A in
failure to produce a  |Assignment (10-Numbers or 100-Numbers) on the Joint Sponsor’s revised rate sheet
cost study for DID  [Analog DID Trunk Ports shall be the rate
number assignment? [established in the T2A.

29. [Should the 2-Wire  [The parties agree that a final rate was Partial  |SWBT rate sheet is still unclear in this area. There are

Analog Trunk Port
(DID) rate element
priced in Case No.
TO-97-40 be used in
lieu of SWBT’s
proposed
modification in Case

established for this rate element in TO-97-40.
They also agree that SWBT is not proposing to
modify that rate. Therefore, this issue need not
be addressed.

[No. TO-2001-4387

no rate elements listed for Trunk Ports but there are
headers for trunk ports. The SWBT rate sheet has been
modified to remove references to trunk ports associated
'with DID number blocks.

November 4, 2002
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Missouri Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance :

# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

30. [Should SWBT be This is the same issue as that addressed by the Yes T2 A rates are referenced in the compliance filing rate
permitted tousea  [Commission in issues 27 and 28 except that this sheet.
Digital DS1 Trunk [issue applies to number assignments on digital
Port (DID) cost study [trunk ports rather than analog trunk ports. For
as the basis for DID [the reasons offered in its consideration of those
[Number Block issues, the Commuission will order that the
Assignment {10- permanent rate for DID Number Block

[Numbers or 100-
[Numbers) on Digital

Assignment (10-Numbers or 100-Numbers) on
[Digital DS1 DID Trunk Ports shall be the rate

DS1 DID Trunk established in the T2A.
Ports?
31. [If the answer above is[This is the same issue as that addressed by the Partial  [SWBT had only referenced the T2A rates in its rate
egative, what rates [Commission in issues 27 and 28 except that this sheet but did not enter the specific rates. The SWBT
should the issue applies to number assignments on digital rate sheet also still referenced the trunk ports as headers
Commission order in |trunk ports rather than analog trunk ports. For Ifor the DID number block rate elements. The rates and
lieu of SWBT’s the reasons offered in its consideration of those element titles have been changed to match the T2A in
failure to produce a  [issues, the Commission will order that the the Joint Sponsor’s revised rate sheet.
cost study for DI [permanent rate for DID Number Block
[number assignment? [Assignment (10-Numbers or 100-Numbers) on
Digital DS1 DID Trunk Ports shall be the rate
established in the TZA.
32. [Should the Digital  [The parties agree that a final rate was Partial  [SWBT rate sheet is still unclear in this area. There are
DS1 Trunk Port established for this rate element in TO-97-40. no rate elements listed for Trunk Ports but there are

(DID) rate element
[priced in Case No.
TO-97-40 be used in
lieu of SWBT’s
proposed
modification in Case
[No. TO-2001-438?

They also agree that SWBT is not proposing to
modify that rate. Therefore, this issue need not
be addressed.

headers for trunk ports. The SWBT rate sheet has been
modified to remove references to trunk ports associated
with DI number blocks.

November 4, 2002
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Missouri Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

above is affirmative,
what rates should the
Commission order tn
lieu of SWBT’s
failure to produce a
cost for 1-Number
DID Number Block
assignments?

element would be addressed in this case, it
would be unfair to expect SWBT to have
produced a cost study to support a proposed rate
for this element. As the Commission indicated
in its discussion of issue 1, it will strictly adhere
to the UNEs-at-issue list prepared by Staff. As
1-number DID number block assignments was
not included in the UNEs-at-issue list, the
Commission will not establish a rate for that

UNE.

Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
33. [Should SWBT be  |[SWBT indicates in its brief that it is willing to Yes
required to offer 1-  [provide 1-number DID number blocks but that
[Number DID mo CLEC in Missouri has ever requested such a
[Number Block service. If a CLEC does ask for such an
assignments? element, SWBT argues that the rate for that
element would be determined on an individual
case basis pursuant to the Bona Fide Request
process. SWBT also points out that a rate for a
1-number DID number block was never
included in the UNEs-at-issue list filed by Staff
at the beginning of this case.
The Commission agrees.
34. [If the answer to the  |Since SWBT did not have notice that this N/A

November 4, 2002
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment
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Issue
) Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# _ ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
35. |Should SWBT be SWBT’s original testimony did not include a Yes
required to offer an  rate for OLNS because it was not included in
OLNS rate element? |Staff’s UNEs-at-issue list. When the Joint
Sponsors raised this issue, SWBT included a
specific rate for OLNS in its surrebuttal
testimony. Joint Sponsors concede that this
specific issue is now moot. The Commission
agrees that this issue is moot and does not
require resolution by the Commission.
Laber Rate Issues
36. [What labor rates The Commission will address the specific Partial [SWBT failed to compute Support Assets factors
should be adopted forjquestions raised regarding SWBT’s labor rates carrectly (see below) and did not comply entirely with

use in this case?

in subsequent issues. It will not attempt to
establish specific labor rates but will instead
require SWBT to redevelop and resubmit its
labor rates incorporating the revisions ordered
by the Commission in its ruling on subsequent
issues 37-44.

some exclusion requirements. Labor rates have been
revised by the Joint Sponsors to comply with all
elements and included in the Joint Sponsors’ rates.
Supporting work papers were submitted to Staff for
review,

37.

Should SWBT’s
loaded labor rates
include amounts for
termmnation or
severance pay or
other force reduction
expenses?

IThe Commission agrees with SWBT that the
costs associated with potentially terminating an
employee are costs that must be incurred by any
employer when engaging the services of that
employee. As such, those costs are
appropriately apportioned over all productive
hours of that worker and are appropriately
inciuded in rates. The Commission finds in
favor of SWBT.

Yes

SWBT did not eliminate these costs from labor rates,

November 4, 2002
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Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Issue

Issue

" Commission Ruling

Compliance
2

*

Joint Sponsors’ Comments

38.

Should SWBT’s
labor rates include
amounts for electric
power?

The Commission agrees with the Joint
Sponsors. SWBT has not presented sufficient
evidence to justify incorporating electric power
costs into its labor rates. SWBT’s argument that
these electricity costs are labor costs because
they would be eliminated if the labor was
eliminated is unsound. If SWBT eliminated all
of its employees, it would also eliminate many,
if not all of the costs of operating its business.
That does not turn all of the hypothetically
eliminated costs into labor costs. Furthermore,
the Joint Sponsors’ concern that including
electric power costs in labor rates could result in
double counting of those costs is well founded,
as electric power costs are also a component in
SWBT’s support asset factor. The Commission
finds that SWBT must not include electric
power costs in its labor rates.

Yes

[Electric power costs removed from 15XX labor rates.

39,

Should SWBT’s
labor rates include
amounts for
purchases from
affiliates?

' The Commission agrees with the Joint
Sponsors. SWBT has not presented sufficient
evidence to justify incorporating purchase of
services from affiliates into its labor rates.
Furthermore, the Joint Sponsors’ concern that
including purchase of services from affiliates in
labor rates could result in double counting of
those costs is well founded, as SWBT has failed
to demonstrate that purchase of services from an
affiliate is not also a component in SWBT’s
maintenance, support asset, or common ¢ost
factors. The Commission finds that SWBT
must not include the cost of purchasing services

from affiliates in its labor rates,

Yes

SWBT eliminated identifiable purchases from affiliates.

November 4, 2002
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Missouri Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

tinclude annualized
costs of contracts
with Bell
Communications

vendors in the

rates and then also
base the labor rate
development on less
than a full-year’s
worth of productive
hours?

Research and/or otherlof contracts with Bell Communications

development of labor

{justify incorporating the cost of contracts with
Bell Communications Research and other
vendors into its labor rates. Furthermore, the
Joint Sponsors’ concern that including the cost

[Research and other vendors in labor rates could
result in double counting of those costs is well
founded, as SWBT has failed to demonstrate
{that such costs are not also a component in
SWBT’s maintenance, support asset, or
common cost factors. The Commission finds
that SWBT must not include the cost of
contracts with Bell Communications Research
and other vendors in its labor rates.

Issue
: Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

40. |[Should SWBT’s The Commission finds that SWBT must not Yes SWBT removed Collection Agent Commissions
labor rates include  |include the cost of collection agent commissions
amounts for in its labor rates.
collection agent
commissions?

41. |Should SWBT’s SWBT has not presented sufficient evidence to Partial |[SWBT failed to eliminate all identifiable consultant fees
labor rates include  ljustify mcorporating the cost of hiring which overstated SWBT’s labor rates. s. Work papers
amounts for consultants into its labor rates. Furthermore, the provided to Staff identify SWBT errors. The Joint
consultant fees? Joint Sponsors’ concern that including the cost Sponsor’s included the restated labors in the revised

of hiring consultants in labor rates could result rates.
lin double counting of those costs is well
founded, as SWBT has failed to demonstrate
ithat the cost of hiring consultants is not also a
component in SWBT’s maintenance, support
asset, or common cost factors. The Commission|
finds that SWBT must not include the cost of
fhiring consultants in its labor rates.
42. [Should SWBT SWBT has not presented sufficient evidence to Partial  |[SWBT failed to eliminate all identifiable purchases from

IBellcore, which overstated labor rates. The Joint
Sponsors’ identified and corrected these errors and
provided work papers to Staff. The Joint Sponsor’s
included the restated labors in their revised rates

November 4, 2002
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Missouri Case TO-2001-438

f Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment Attachment 1-NP
Issue _
_ Issue Commission Ruling Compliance

4 - ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments _

43. |Should any changes [The Joint Sponsors presented evidence that Partial  [SWBT incorrectly applied decision regarding support
in Support Asset SWBT made input errors in calculating the asset factors resulting in over-stated labor rates. SWBT
factors be Support Asset factor incorporated in loaded changed the original Support Asset Factors to its
incorporated into the [labor rates. The Commission finds that SWBT incorrectly restated Support Asset Factors Joint
development of must make the correction to its Support Asset Sponsors’ used the correct Support Asset Factors in the
loaded labor rates?  |factor. restated rates. See Issue 49
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Missouri Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment Attachment 1-NP
Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance

# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

44. [Has SWBT used the [The Joint Sponsors’ expert witness, Daniel P| Partial [SWBT incorrectly applied the decision regarding
correct Support [Rhinehart, testified that SWBT used incorrect support asset factors resulting in over-stated labor rates.
Assets factors in support assets factors for operator services| SWBT made a new input error when chang the original
operator services personnel. Rhinehart testified that based on his| Support Asset Factors. This error was included in its
flabor rate prior experience with SWBT’s labor rate| restated Support Asset Factors The Joint Sponsors’
development? development, he belicved that wages reported as| corrected SWBT new error and used the appropriate

operator wages in the development of support Support Asset Factors in the restated rates. See Issue 49

asset factors include the wages of not only]
operators but also their supervisors and support|
clerical personnel.  Therefore, the operaton
services support assets factor should be applied
to all wage titles in the operator services|
organization. SWBT’s failure to do so will
result in excessive non-operator labor rates and
cost recovery for SWBT wherever operator
services organization personnel are used in the
delivery of service to CLECs.

SWBT denied Rhinehart’s allegation and
claimed that operator service labor rates are not|
at issue in this proceeding.'"® But the Joint
Sponsors point out that related - non-operator -
operator services personnel costs are at issue in|
this case as part of the development of certain,
recurring and non-recurring costs. As these
labor costs are dependent upon the operator
service support asset factor, that support asse
factor is at issue. In their reply brief, the Joina
Sponsors specifically indicate that failure to;
properly apply the operator services support
assets factor will inflate the labor rates used in
the calculation of NXX migration non-recurring
charges, which are at issue in this case.
Novemper 4, 2002 Page 19 of|77
The Commission finds that the Joint Sponsors
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Issue :

_ Issue Commission Ruling Compliance

# ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

Capital Cost Factor Issues

45. [Should CAPS SWBT shall use a 99-year planning period when Yes SWBT ran CAPCS with a 99-year planning period.
(SWBT’s capital cost frunning its CAPCS program.
program) be run with
a longer planning
period?

46. |Should SWBT use  [SWBT shall use FCC-approved asset lives and Yes SWBT ran CAPCS with the most recent projection lives
the latest FCC- depreciation parameters in its CAPCS runs. reviewed by the FCC.
approved asset lives?

47. |Should SWBT use  [SWBT shall use FCC-approved asset lives and Yes SWBT ran CAPCS with the most recent depreciation
the latest FCC- depreciation parameters in its CAPCS runs. parameters reviewed by the FCC.
approved
depreciation
[parameters?

48. |Should SWBT use  [SWBT shall use FCC-approved asset lives and Yes SWBT ran CAPCS with future net salvage vajues that
Lthe latest FCC- depreciation parameters in its CAPCS runs. comport with the latest review by the FCC.
approved future net
salvage values?

November 4, 2002
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Issue

#

issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance
9

Joint Sponsors’ Comments

Support Assets Factor Issues

49,

‘What Support Asset
|[Factors should be
adopted?

The Commission will address the specific issues
raised by the Joint Sponsors in subsequent
issues. The Commission will have more
difficulty in dealing with the issue raised by
Staff. The Commission agrees that CLECs
looking to purchase UNEs should not be
required to pay for that portion of SWBT’s
assets that are used to support SWBT’s retail
services. Unfortunately, Staff does not provide
any indication of how that goal can be
accomplished. Therefore, the Commission is
unable to order SWBT to make any particular
adjustment to its costs studies in response to
Staff’s concern.

Partial

SWBT develops its Support Asset factors on a five-
state basis by summing the costs of all five SWBT
states' support asset costs and dividing by all wages
from the five states to come up with an average support
sset cost per wage dollar. Included in those costs are
the capital costs {depreciation, return and tax) that are
heavily influenced by the rate of return amount. The
icommission ordered SWBT to use a 10.32% rate of
return in this case. However, SWBT only applied the
10.32% rate of return to the Missouri support asset costs
but continued to use its proposed 12.19% rate of return
for all other states. As Missouri assets represent only a
portion of the total included in the support asset
computation. Because the support asset factors, which
are used in the later development of maintenance
factors, Jabor rates and common costs, are a blend of
costs from all 5 states, the effective rate of return being
used by SWBT in its support asset factor development is
far above the 10.32% authorized. The Joint Sponsors
recomputed the support asset factors using a 10.32% rate
of return for ail support assets across all five states to
ensure that the costs imposed on Missouri do not exceed

the costs authorized by the Commission.

November 4, 2002

Page 21 of 77

Attachment 1-NP




Missouri Case TO-2001-438
Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

incorrect current ¢ost
to book cost ratios for
buildings investment
in its Support Assets
factor development?

SWBT incorrectly distributed Transitional
Benefit  Obligation “TBO” - expense
reductions in its Support Asset factor
development.

SWBT admits the error but contends that its
impact on rates is insignificant and should not
require correction.”

The Commission finds that SWBT must make

the correction to its Support Asset factor.

Issue
' Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# o ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
50. |Did SWBT make The Joint Sponsors’ expert witness, Daniel Yes SWBT corrected identified input errors.
errors in its inputs for|[Rhinehart, testified that he had identified two
accounts 2111 and  |input errors in SWBT’s development of support
2116 in the Support |assets factors. He indicated that the input for
Asset factor total land investment, account 2111, was
development? overstated by $100 million, and there was al
$100 thousand input error in the “Small Valuej
[tems” column of Other Work Equipment,
account 2116.°P”  The Commission finds that
SWBT must make the correction to its Support
Asset factor.
51. [Did SWBT use The Joint Sponsors and Staff contend that Yes The correction of the original error identified by Joint

Sponsors is mooted by the Commission’s finding that
the CC/BC ratios to use for all buildings should be 1.0.

SWBT’s filing conforms to this requirement.

November 4, 2002
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maintenance factors
incorrectly include

costs attributable to
other SWBT states?

Missouri expenses used to determine the
maintenance factor used in setting UNE rates
should be modified to reflect the amount of
expenses for Missouri that SWBT reports to the
[FCC.

Issue _
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
52. |Did SWBT The Joint Sponsors and Staff contend that Yes SWBT corrected identified computation errors.

incorrectly distribute [SWBT incorrectly distributed Transitional

“TBO” expense Benefit Obligation - “TBO” - expense

reductions in its reductions in its Support Asset factor

Support Assets factor [development.

development? SWRBT admits the error but contends that its
impact on rates is insignificant and should not
require correction.
The Commission finds that SWBT must make
the correction to its Support Asset factor,

53. [Has SWBT double |SWBT acknowledged this error and corrected N/A SWBT previously corrected another study in this case to

counted certain for it in its surrebuttal testimony. The correct] address the issue.

computer assets in its Jresults are reflected in the revised list of prices|

Support Asset factors that SWBT presented at the hearing. There is}

and certain cost no need for the Commission to further address

studies? this 1ssue.

Maintenance Factor Issues
54. [What Maintenance [The Joint Sponsors and Staff recommend| Partial |[See Issues 55 to 58.

and Other Expense  [specific modifications to the maintenance]

Factors should be factors in subsequent issues. The Commission

adopted? will address the proposed modifications in those
issues.

55. [Do SWBT’s Missouri|The Commission finds that the inputs for Partial |SWBT provided work papers to the Joint Sponsors to

lidentify the expenses transferred to other states, but then
SWBT only removed a portion of those costs as its
correction to conform with the decision on this 1ssue.
[Therefore, SWBT’s included expenses still do not match
what SWBT reports to the FCC. The Joint Sponsors
corrected SWBT’s “correction” and have provided
explanatory work papers to Staff.
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'wages overstated in
the maintenance
factor computations?

improperly failed to exclude supervision costs
found in account 6534, Plant Operations
Administration, from its maintenance factor
computations. Whether costs are overstated or
understated, the error must be corrected when
SWBT reruns its cost studies.

Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
56. jAre account 6534  [The Joint Sponsors contend that SWBT No SWBT did not reduce account 6534 wages as required.

Consequently, SWBT has now included these Plant
Operations Administration Expenses in both its
calculation of maintenance factors and its calculation of
the shared and common cost factor (see related [ssue 76,
where SWBT has included these specific expenses, plus
additional inappropriate expenses, in its common cost
factor calculation). AT&T has referred Commission
Staff to Excel work book MO 2000 Mtce Expense
Factor with TO-2001-438_Compliance_09-20-02 xls,
sheet: Support Assets, Cell: D51 where the correct
adjustment is made. The Joint Sponsor’s used the
restated maintenance factors in its rates.

57.

Should various
computational errors
identified by AT&T
in SWBT’s
maintenance factor
development be
corrected?

The Joint Sponsors” witness testified that he had
found other computational errors in SWBT’s
spreadsheet and indicates that he noted those
corrections in the spreadsheet. Unfortunately,
the witness’ corrections to SWBT’s spreadsheet
are not in evidence. Therefore, the Commission
has no way of judging whether SWBT has made
the alleged errors. SWBT generally has the
burden of proving the appropriateness of its
proposed rates. But in this situation, the Joint]
Sponsors have failed to present any evidence by
which the Commission can find in their favor.
With no evidence to guide its decision, the]
Commission finds that SWBT must correct the
error that it concedes, but need not correct the
other errors that the Joint Sponsors have failed

to identify for the Commission.

Yes

SWBT’s correction likely conforms to the decision, but
Joint Sponsors have not reviewed every possible
modification required.
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Issue
: Issue Commission Ruling . Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

58. [Should the buildings {The Commission previously addressed this issue Yes SWBT used book cost of buildings in its computations,
maintenance factor |in issue 51. In that issue, the Commission found|
be modified to reflect that it was inappropriate to apply the CC/BC
the use of book costs [ratio to the buildings factor, in effect using the
of network buildings |book cost of network buildings in the
in the development ofldevelopment of the buildings investment factor.
the buildings The buildings maintenance factor should also be|
investment factor?  |modified to reflect that decision.

Building Factor Issues

59. |Should the network [The Commission previously addressed this issue Yes SWBT used book cost of buildings in its computations.
buildings investment [in issue 51. In that issue, the Commission found
factor be based on  [that it was inappropriate to apply the CC/BC
booked investment as|ratio to the buildings factor, in effect using the
previously required  [book cost of network buildings in the
in Case No. development of the buildings investment factor.

TO-97-407 The network investment factor should also be
modified to reflect that decision.

Transitional Benefit Obligation Issues

60. [Is the so-called The fact that SWBT continues to amortize that N/A
“Transitional Benefit [cost on its regulatory books is merely a means
Obligation” (TBO) a |[by which it recovers an embedded cost. It is not
forward-looking a forward-looking expense for purposes of
cost? TELRIC.

61. (Should TBO Having found in issue 60 that TBO expenses are| Partial  [SWBT erroneously includes some capitalized TBO as an|
expenses be removed Jnot a forward-looking cost for purposes of expense in the development of its Common Cost Factor.
from SWBT’s TELRIC, the Commission concludes that those Other TBO expense was removed. All TBO “expense”
TELRIC studies? expenses must be removed from SWBT’s should be removed.

TELRIC studies.
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Issue : _
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance

# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
62. [Should capitalized [SWBT will not be required to remove Partial  [The decision did not require SWBT to remove

TBO amounts be capitalized TBO expenses from its TELRIC capitalized TBO from its studies. However, SWBT’s

removed from studies. treatment of capitalized TBO as an expense item in its

SWBT’s TELRIC Common Cost computation is incorrect. Capitalized

studies? TBO, if inclusion by SWBT is elected, should be

recovered, by definition, through the application of
depreciation, return, and tax factors. SWBT’s
mistreatment of capitalized TBO overstated its common
costs. The Joint Sponsors corrected this error,
[Explanatory work papers have been supplied to Staff
and the Joint Sponsors have used the revised common
cost in the rates.

Inflation and Productivity Factors Issues

63. Do SWBT’s cost This problem could be solved by requiring N/A See Issue 64.
studies reflect SWBT to incorporate overt prospective
productivity productivity adjustments into its cost studies but

improvements to be  |no party has proposed a formula that would
expected in the study [permit the easy development of such

period? adjustments. However, the expert witnesses for
both Staff and the Joint Sponsors indicate that
productivity factors would roughly balance out
the inflation factors and that if productivity
factors are not used, then inflation factors
should also be excluded. For that reason, the
Commission will order SWBT to exclude overt
inflation factors from its cost studies.

64. [Should SWBT’s For that reason, the Commission will order Yes SWBT’s cost factor development excludes inflation.
studies include SWBT to exclude overt inflation factors from its
inflation cost studies.
adjustments?
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65. [Has SWBT correctly [Therefore, this issue is moot and need not be N/a See [ssue 64.

“levelized” inflation |further addressed.
measures where it has|
used them?

Shared and Common Cost Issues

66. [What Common Cost {The final factor that the Commission will direct No SWBT’s restatement does not conform to the
factor should be SWBT to use when it reruns its cost studies will Commission decision in numerous ways, Joint Sponsors)
jadopted in this case? |be determined based on the decisions reached indicate a number of required corrections to SWBT’s
regarding subsequent issues. computations as stated in Issues 66- 81. Depending on

the Commission’s determination with respect to the
specific 1ssues identified below, -the Joint Sponsors
recommend a Shared and Common Cost factor specific
to Missouri in a range of 10.36% to 11.32%. Joint
Sponsors restated rates incorporate a Shared and
Common Cost Factor of 10.82%. The Common Cost
Factor is supported by workpapers provided to Staff.

67. [Should the Common |SWBT will not be required to use revenues in Partial | While, SWBT does not use revenues in the denominator
Cost factor the development of the denominator for the of its computation, SWBT does not correctly compute
computation be common cost factor calculation. the denominator. SWBT properly calculated its
determined using wholesale marketing expense but SWBT has incorrectly
revenues in the allocated that expense. SWBT was required to allocate
development of the its wholesale marketing expense across all direct
denominator? expenses. However, SWBT only allocated its

wholesale marketing expense across a portion of its
expenses. This has understated the denominator,
causing an overstatement of the Shared and Common
Cost Factor. The Joint Sponsors have corrected this
error.

Work papers supplied to Staff demonstrate the Joint
Sponsors’ concems.
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
68. [Should TBO be The Commission previously addressed this issue Partial |See Issue 62 above. The decision did not require
excluded from in issues 60-62. The Commission concluded SWBT to remove capitalized TBO from its studies.
Common costs? that TBOs should be exciuded from common However, SWBT’s treatment of capitalized TBO as an
costs. There is no need to further discuss this| expense item in its Common Cost computation is
1ssue. incorrect. Capitalized TBO, if inclusion by SWBT is
elected, should be recovered, by definition, through the
application of depreciation, return, and tax factors.
Explanatory work papers have been supplied to Staff.
69. [Has SWBT correctly | SWBT will not be permitted to apply wage- Partial |SWBT did eliminate some but not ail of its Support
used support Asset | based support asset factors to assets to identify Assets computed costs as SWBT did not demonstrate
factors in its supposed support asset costs. that the portion it retained was based on an application
Common Cost Factor of the correct support assets factor to wages and salary
development? dollars only, as required by the Order. SWBT
incorrectly applies disaggregated Support Asset Factors
to the total expenses of certain accounts. The Joint
Sponsors’ proposed rates reflect the proper application
of the correct support assets factor only to wages and
salary dollars in compliance with the Commission’s
decision on this issue. The Joint Sponsors have
developed work papers showing corrections to SWBT’s
errors and have provided them to Staff.
70. {Has SWBT correctly [The Commission finds that SWBT must make Yes SWBT now uses the correct values.
reflected corrections [the correction to use the most current data
to ARMIS data available.
reported to the FCC
for accounts 6612
and 6722
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71. |Has SWBT correctly [The Commission has no evidence before it buf No In its compliance studies, SWBT identified a
applied the has only SWBT’s assertion that it is using thej Commission Assessment factor based on revenues.
Commission correct assessment factor, and the Joint owever, through SWBT’s computations of summary
Assessment factor in [Sponsors’ intimations that perhaps SWBT is in ual Cost Factors (ACFs), SWBT converts the
its Common Cost error. The Commission makes no finding about revenue-based factor to an investment-based one. In
development? the appropriateness of the assessment factor making this calculation, SWBT made a computational
used by SWBT but directs SWBT to error, which increased Commission Assessment factor
demonstrate in its compliance filing that it has| by a factor of 10 as input into the Common Cost Study.
used the correct Commission Assessment factor. The result was an overstatement of Common Costs.

The Joint Sponsors corrected SWBT’s computational
error and included the results in their rates.

72. [Is it appropriate for |SWBT is directed to use 1999 data in preparing Yes
SWBT to base the  [its common cost factor.
Common Cost factor
on year 2000 data
when its cost studies
are based on 1999
data?

73. [Is it appropriate to  [The Commission previously addressed this issue Yes.
include inflation in  |[in issues 63-64. The Commission concluded
SWBT’s computation|that SWBT would not be permitted to utilize

of Common Costs? Jovert inflation factors in computing its common
costs. There is no need to further discuss this
issue.
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Compliance
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Joint Sponsors’ Comments

74.

If inflation 1s
determined to be
appropriately
included in the
determination of
Common Costs, is
SWBT’s use of non-
ievelized inflation
factors correct?

Therefore, this issue is moot and need not be
further addressed.

N/A

75.

‘What amount of
Executive and
Planning and General
and Administrative
costs should be

determining the
Common Cost
Factor?

considered avoided infreasonable in that it is based on the findings

The Joint Sponsors would exclude 15.67 percent
of those costs, with certain exceptions, using the
Indirect Factor established by the Commission
in TO-97-40. ...the Commission finds that the
position espoused by the Joint Sponsors is most

Ipreviously made by this Commission in TO-97-
40 and the expert opinion of the Joint Sponsors’
witness.

Partial

SWBT was required to eliminate 15.67% of the amounts
[from accounts 6711-6712 and 6721-6728. Although the
Order refers to “Executive and Planning and General
tand Administrative costs,” that is just a general
description of the types of accounts for which retail-
attributable costs should be removed. A reference to the
rebuttal testimony of Joint Sponsor witness Dan
[Rhinehart (Ex. 28, pgs. 29 — 30, Schedule DPR-7) and
of Staff Witness Dr. Ben Johnson {Ex. 25, corrected HC
Schedule 4, Recommended Common Cost Factor
Spreadsheet) makes clear that both the Joint Sponsors
and Staff were concerned with removing retail costs
from the general category of “General and
|Administrative” accounts, and not just accounts
specifically named “general and administrative,” i.e.,
ccount 6728. In addition, the Commission’s rationale
for removing a percentage of retail costs from General

nd Administrative accounts is applicable to ALL such

ccounts. However, SWBT only reduced accounts
6711, 6712, and 6728. The result was an overstatement

f costs. The Joint Sponsors have correct this error in
calculating their rates.
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76. [What amount of [SWBT’s] omission of the costs results in a No This issue addresses the same issue as Issue 75, but with
[Network Operations [slight understatement of SWBT’s costs. The respect to different expenses. The Commission ruled
— General Joint Sponsors argue that, nevertheless, the that the same 15.67% reduction to these expenses should
Supervision costs  [proper adjustment should be made, including an be taken. The Order does explicitly authorize SWBT to
should be considered [avoided cost adjustment of 15.67 percent, the add these costs into its Common Cost factor Calculation
avoided in Indirect Factor it proposed in issue 75. The Joint Sponsors do not oppose inclusion of the
determining the omitted costs as long as only those costs that were
Common Cost The Commission agrees with the Joint inappropriately omitted are added back in to the
Factor? Sponsors. SWBT will be required to correct calculation. SWBT has now included additional

what its witness acknowledged to be an error. inappropriate costs and then applied the 15.97%
reduction.

The Order contemplates SWBT including only certain
[Network Operations — General Supervision costs as part
of the Shared and Common Cost factor. Although the
Order references the entire account 6534, SWBT
originally only excluded costs from a single sub-
account of 6534, which is sub-account 6534.2. This is
reflected in the testimony at hearing of SWBT witness
Ries (Tr., Pages 444 — 445, Lines 20-25, 1-15; cited to
in the Order). Despite Mr. Ries” admission at hearing
that it was only the sub-account costs that had been
omitted, SWBT incorrectly included the costs of the
entire 6534 account — (““Plant operations administrative
expense, 47 C.F.R. §32.6534), in its common cost
calculation, which is about 10 times the amount for the
supervision portion that had been inappropriately
omitted in SWBT’s original studies.

The Joint Sponsors have corrected this error in their
stated rates.
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77. [What amount of Faced with this complete lack of evidence the No SWBT did not use 1999 data for uncollectable expense.
uncollectibles Commission has no choice but to make no The Joint Sponsor’s were unable to correct this error so
expense should be  [finding on this issue. This will have the effect the resulting shared and common factor is overstated.
considered avoided injof leaving this aspect of SWBT’s cost study
determining the unchanged
Common Cost
Factor?

78. [What amount of 90 percent of marketing costs are to be No SWBT was required to include only its wholesale
Marketing costs considered avoided. marketing expense in a factor applied to all direct
should be considered expenses. Total wholesale marketing expense is
avoided in calculate by removing its retail marketing expense from
determining the total marketing expenses. SWBT properly removed
Common Cost retail expense from total expenses to calculated total
[Factor? wholesale marketing expenses. However, SWBT

removed its retail marketing costs from a portion of its
total expenses. This has understated the denominator,
causing an overstatement of the Shared and Common
Cost Factor. The Joint Sponsors have corrected this
error. Work papers supplied to Staff demonstrate the
Joint Sponsors’ concems.

79. [What amount of The Joint Sponsors and SWBT agree that these Yes
Customer Operations fcosts are 100 percent direct costs that are
(call completion and Jincluded in other cost studies. Therefore, they

number services) should be excluded entirely from the common
costs should be cost factor. Given the agreement of the parties,
considered avoided injthe Commission need not further address this
determining the issue.

Common Cost

Factor?
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80. [What amount of The Joint Sponsors and SWBT agree that these Yes
Customer Services  |costs are 100 percent direct costs that are
costs should be included in other cost studies. Therefore, they
considered avoided infshould be excluded entirely from the commeon
determining the cost factor. Given the agreement of the parties,
Common Cost the Commission need not further address this
Factor? issue.
81. |Should the Common [The Commission concludes that common costs N/A
Cost Factor be should be applied to non-recurring rates.
applied to non-
recurring rates?
Cost of Capital Issues
82. [What is the weighted [When those amounts are inserted into the Yes
average cost of weighted average cost of capital formula, the
capital that should be [result is a weighted average cost of capital of
used in this case? 10.32 percent
83. |[What is the cost of  |[The Commission will accept the 13 percent cost Yes
equity? of equity proposed by SWBT.
84. [What is the cost of  [The Commission will accept 7.18 percent as the Yes
debt? cost of debt.
85. [What target capital [The Commission concludes that the use of the Yes
structure should be |46 percent debt to 54 percent equity ratio
used for the UNE advocated by Staff is appropriate
leasing business?

"Issues 86-102, related to the cost of capital, were eliminated when the parties consolidated them into issues §2-85."
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" UNE Sub-Loop Cross-connects TELRIC Study Recurring, 2001 - 2003, March 2001

103[Should the recurring |Given the agreement of the parties, the Yes The investment formula has been changed in SWBT’s
cost contain an-in Commission will order that the in-place factor SPICE model to formula 1, which contains no in-place
nlace factor for be removed from the recurring cost studies for [factor.
optical jumpers? the dark fiber sub-loop cross-connect, and the ‘
OC3 and OC12 Unbundled Dedicated Transport
Cross-connects, because the cost identified by
this factor are captured in the non-recurring dark
fiber sub-loop cost study.
104{Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsor’s revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.
Sub-loop Cross-connects Non-recurring (TELRIC) Cost Study, 2001 - 2003, June 2001
105|Are all of the charges [The Joint Sponsors are proposing modifications N/A

for Sub-Loop cross-
connects already
contained in the Sub-
Loop charge?

to a cost study that is no longer at issue in this
case. There is, therefore, no reason to order
SWBT to take any action with regard to this
issue.

UNE Dark Fiber Cross-Connect to Collocation Cage Non-Recurring (TELRIC) Cost Study, 2001 - 2003, June 2001

106

Should full
disconnect cost be
paid at the time the
connection is made?

The Commission concludes that Staff is correct;
SWBT should not be permitted to charge a
CLEC for the cost of disconnection until a

disconnection is ordered.

Yes

Disconnect is now a separate rate element
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107|Fiber optic Cross-  [The Commission concludes that SWBT’s time No SWBT has only revised the Central Office Force
connect installation |estimates are somewhat inflated but not to the installation time and not the Installation &Maintenance
[time extent asserted by the Joint Sponsors’ witness. linstallation time. The cross-connect times should be the
The Commission will reduce the time for same for these cross-connects regardless of the work
linstalling fiber optic jumpers to match the time groups involved. Also, in accordance with the
allotted for installing a 2-wire copper cross- Commission ruling on issue 126, the disconnect times
connect. SWBT’s cost studies shall assume an have been reduced by the Joint Sponsors to match the
average installation time of five minutes for connect times., SWBT’s cost study was revised
running fiber optic cross-connects. accordingly and the rate restated.
108|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under| Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
109(Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is no need for a present value
calculation.
110{Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. abor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
Revised costs on the rate sheet.

November 4, 2002 Page 35 of 77




Missourt Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

..#..

Issue |

Issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance
]

Joint Sponsors’ Comments

UNE Looap Cross-Connects TELRIC Study Recurring, 2001 - 2003, Mdi’ch 2001

Cost factors are specifically addressed under‘
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again.

111{Should multiplexing {The Commission finds that Mr. Turner’s Yes quipment costs for FX0 plug-ins have been removed
cquipment be testimony was more credible and convincing, from the study.
included in the Lll:dultip]e multiplexing in the situation described
recurring cost for the [by the witnesses is not reasonable. Therefore,
crass-connects in this [SWBT should be able to recover the cost of
study? multiplexing equipment only once. The
Commussion finds that multiplexing equipment
costs should not be included in the recurring
costs for loop to DCS cross-connects.
112|Should IDF The Commission concludes that the use of an Yes
equipment be IDF is a forward-looking design and that it is
included? appropriate for SWBT to include costs for the
use of IDFs in its cost study.
113{Should DSX SWBT and the Joint Sponsors agree that this Yes [The DS3 disconnect no longer appears on the rate sheet.
equipment be issue has been withdrawn because a final rate
included in the DS3 {for this element was set in TO-97-40.
cross-connect? Specifically, the rates established for the
Unbundled Dedicated Transport (UDT) DS3
cross-connect should also apply to the DS3
cross-connect element. The Commission need
not further address this issue.
114|Cost Factors No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues

5 — 8BS, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
— 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors

ere included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.

November 4, 2002

Page 36 of 77

Attachment 1-NP




Missouri Case TQ-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment

Attachment 1-NP

Issue
Issue
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Compliance

?

Joint Sponsors’ Comments

UNE Loop Cross-connects Non-recurring (TELRIC} Cost Study, 2001 - 2003, June 2001

119|Login and

times

completeness check

assumed for the “Log-in and Completeness
Check” activity for establishing DS1 and DS3
cross-conmects should be the same as the time
assumed for the “Log-in and Completeness
Check” activity for establishing a DS0 cross-

connect.

115|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect cost be  [not be addressed again.
!paid at the time the
connection is made?
116[Probability of The Commission accepts SWBT’s assertion that Yes
disconnect it will actually disconnect a cross-connect 95
occurrence from loop [percent of the time. That means that five
to switch port percent of the time that SWBT receives a
disconnect order from a CLEC it will not
actually perform the work of disconnection.
Therefore, SWBT’s charges to the CLECs for
that disconnection work must be reduced by five
percent.
1i7[Dispatch time to [The Commission finds that the average dispatch Yes Time reduced to 7.5 minutes per cross-connect, which is
Unmanned Central |time is 30 minutes and that four cross-connects equivalent to 4 cross-connects per dispatch.
Offices, and Order  [will be performed per dispatch.
completion
118[Procurement SWBT’s cost study should include no time Yes
activities time associated with procurement activities for loop
to DCS and loop to multiplexer cross-connect
non-recurring charges.
(The Commission concludes that the time Yes
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Cross-Connect times

position is more reasonable. SWBT’s cost study]
shall assume that an initial 2-wire cross-connect
will take three minutes to complete and that
additional 2-wire cross-connects also will be
completed in three minutes.

The Commission finds that SWBT’s cost study
shall assume that the time required to install a
digital cross-connect is the same as the time
utilized in the study for the installation of an
analog cross-connect.

SWBT will not be required to modify the
installation times it assumes for DS1 and DS3
connections.

Issue
Issue - Commission Ruling Compliance
# ' ? Joint Spensors’ Comments
120|Establish Circuit The Commission finds that the Joint Sponsors’ No

ort installation times were still **__** minutes first
nd additional in the SWBT compliance filing. These
times should match the times for analog 4W times.
[Therefore, these times have been changed to ** **
minutes first and additional and incorporated into the
restated rates.

Eigital Loop to DCS 4W and Digital Loop to Switch

and order closeout
add'l times

for the Circuit Completion and Order Close-Out
function should be set to zero because this task
relates to an order and not the number of cross-

connects on the order.

121|Plug-in activities The Commission concludes that SWBT’s cost Yes
times study also should not include installation tasks
associated with plug-ins.
122|Cross office testing [There is nothing to indicate that the time Yes
times allowed for that testing is excessive.
The Commission finds in favor of SWBT on
this issue.
123|Circuit completion  |[The Commission finds that the “additional” time Yes
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Issue :
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
Circuit Order and SWBT acknowledged the error and cormrected it No This activity time was supposed to be corrected to link
Administration time [in its surrebuttal testimony. back to the time for a 2-wire digital DS0 cross connect.
124 for disconnect |¥-Iowever, several cross-connects elements still had the

additional time

There is no remaining dispute

incorrect **

reduced to 0.5 minutes.

** minute times for the “additional”
time in the SWBT compliance filing. These times were

Remove plug-in This issue was addressed at issue 121 and need Yes
125 (This issue is not be addressed again.
basically duplicative
of Issue 121.)
Disconnect cross-  [The Commission finds that the appropriate Yes
126 wire times times for disconnection of a cross-connect
should be no greater than the installation times
for that cross-connect.
127|MLT testing times, |[The Commission rejected [the Joint Sponsors’] Yes
all activities assertion and found in favor of SWBT on issue
122. For the same reason, the Commission
finds in favor of SWBT on this issue.
128|High Capacity (HHC) [This issue was addressed at issue 119 and need Yes
circuits Login and  [not be addressed again
completeness check
times (Duplicates
[ssue 119, except this
is digital.)
129|HC Install times for [This issue was addressed at issue 120 and need Yes

HC cross-connects .
(Duplicates Issue
120, except this is

digital.)

not be addressed again.
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' Issue Commission Ruling Compliance _ :
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
130[HC plug-in times.  [This issue was addressed at issue 121 and need Yes
(Duplicates Issue not be addressed again.
121, except this is
digital.)
131[HC cross-office This issue was addressed at issue 122 and need Yes
testing times. not be addressed again.
(Duplicates Issue
122, except this is
digital.)
132|HC circuit This issue was addressed at issue 123 and need N/A K0C3 and OC12 elements not in this study
completion and order not be addressed again
closeout add'l times.
(Duplicates Issue
123, except this is
digital.)
133|HC remove plug-in  |This issue was addressed at issue 121 and need Yes
times. (Duplicates  [not be addressed again.
Issue 121, except this
1s digital.)
134|HC Disconnect cross [This issue was addressed at issue 126 and need Yes
wire times. not be addressed again.
(Duplicates Issue
126, except this is
digital.}
135|Local Operations This issue was addressed at issue 127 and need Yes
Center (LOC) not be addressed again.,
activities times
136|Special Services These are the same arguments that were Yes

Center (SSC)Testing

presented to the Commission in issues 122 and
127. For the reasons explained in its discussion
of those issues, the Commission finds in favor

of SWBT.
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need not be addressed again.

Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments

137|Inflation Factor [nflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.

138|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present

value calculation.
139|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance

labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
|sheet.

LSP to §§7 Links Cross-Connects and Interoffice Facilities for Voice Grade DS0 and DS1 Links Recurring 2001 - 2003, March 2001

issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again.

140iFiber Fill Factor For purposes of its cost studies, SWBT shall Yes [The revised rate in SWBT’s compliance filing is
utilize a fill factor for interoffice transport fiber consistent with the Joint Sponsors’ restated studies using
of 90 percent. a 90% fill rate.

141|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No [As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues

45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
— 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.
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#

Issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance
l)

Joint Sponsors’ Comments

LSPto 887 Links Cross-Connects and Interoffice Facilities for Voice Grade DS0 and DS1 Non-Recurring (TELRIC} Cost Study, 2001 -

2003, June, 2001
142}Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect cost be  mot be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
143|Dispatch to STP SWBT’s explanation about the need for Yes
Central Offices dispatching a technician to an unmanned central
office to complete an STP connection is
reasonable, and is not challenged by any other
party. The Commission finds in favor of SWBT
on this issue.
144|Provision IDST A [The Commission concludes that the proper time Yes
Link required for provisioning two IDST A links is
one hour. SWBT’s cost studies shall utilize that
length of time for that task.
145[Fallout percentage  [SWBT shall use a five percent fallout rate for Yes
for Orders order activities when running its cost studies.
146|Establish Circuit This issue was addressed at issue 120 and need Yes
Cross-Connect times [not be addressed again.
147|Cross office testing  |This issue was addressed at issue 122 and need Yes
times not be addressed again. ’
148|Circuit completion  [This issue was addressed at issue 123 and need Yes
and order closeout  mot be addressed again
add'l times
149|Coordinate/Conduct [The Commission finds in favor of SWBT on Yes

Preservice Tests

this issue.
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150|Coordinate/Conduct [This is the same issue as in issue 149, applied to Yes
CKL Tests - time a different test. Again, the Joint Sponsors
would substantially reduce the amount of time
that SWBT indicates is required to perform
these test. For the reasons explained in issue
149, the Commission finds in favor of SWBT.
151|Inflation Factor [nflation factors are specifically addressed under| Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
152|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. ]ieparate element and there is not need for a present
alue calculation.
153[Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.

Unbundled Dedicated Transport Cross-Connects, Digital Cross-Connect System (DCS) and Multiplexing TELRIC Study Recurring, 2001 -
2003, March 2001

154[D8-1 Port pro-rata  |In his rebuttal testimony, the Joint Sponsors’ Yes
share on DSO Port  [witness pointed out that SWBT forgot to include
the pro-rata share of the cost of the DS1 Port on
the DCS. In its surrebuttal testimony, SWBT
agreed that it had forgotten to include this cost
and adjusted its cost accordingly. This had the
effect of slightly increasing SWBT’s cost.

The Commission need not further address this
issue.
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155|DS-1 to Voice Grade [The Commission agrees with SWBT. TELRIC Yes

Circuit Equipment
Utilization Factor

principles permit SWBT to account for the costs
of maintaining extra capacity and inventory in
its network through a fill factor. Contrary to the
Joint Sponsors” assertion, the extra capacity and
inventory for which SWBT is utilizing a fill
factor relates to unused plug-in units, not snused
[DSO signals. As a result, the Joint Sponsors
larguments against the fill factor miss the point.
The Commission finds in favor of SWBT on
this issue.

156|DS-3 to DS-1 Circuit [This issue was addressed at issue 155 and need Yes
Equipment not be addressed again.
[Utilization Factor
157)Should DSX This issue was addressed at issue 113 and need Yes
equipment be not be addressed again.
included in the DS3
cross-connect?
158[Should multiplexing [This issue was addressed at issue 111 and need No FX0 plug-ins still included in the SPICE runs for 2 and
equipment be not be addressed again. 4 wire cross-connects. The equipment costs for these
included in the plug-ins have been removed in the Joint Sponsors
recurring cost for the compliance study.
cross-connects in this
study?
159|Should Intermediate |This issue was addressed at issue 112 and need Yes
Distribution Frame  [not be addressed again.
(IDF) equipment be
included?
160|Should the recurring [This issue was addressed at issue 103 and need Yes

cost contain an-in
place factor for

optical jumpers?

not be addressed again.
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161|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues

issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again.

15 - 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
— 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors

were included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.

Unbundled Dedicated Transport Cross-Connects, Digital Cross-Connect, System (DCS), and Multiplexing Non-Recurring (TELRIC) Cost

Study, 2001 - 2003, June 2001

162[Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect cost be  |not be addressed again.
Ipaid at the time the
connection is made?

163[Dispatch time to This issue was addressed at issue 117 and need Yes
Unmanned Central  |not be addressed again.
Offices, and Order
completion

164|Special Services This issue was addressed at issue 136 and need Yes
Center (SSC)Testing jnot be addressed again.

165]Network Operations |The Commission finds in favor of SWBT on Yes
Center (NOC) this issue.
Software Mapping

166[Acceptance Testing [This is the same issue as in 165. For the reasons Yes
times set forth in its discussion of that issue, the

Commission finds m favor of SWBT,
167 This 1ssue was addressed at issue 122 and need Yes

Cross office testing

times

not be addressed again.
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mot be addressed again.

Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
168|Coordinate with The coordinate with customer time for Yes
Customer time fadditional DCS arrangements shall be set at
Zero.
169[Coordinate with The Commission finds that the position Yes
Network time advocated by the Joint Sponsors (0 min first and
additional) is reasonable and will be adopted.
170]|Coordinate with The Commission finds in favor of the Joint Yes
Marketing time Sponsors. (0 minutes additional)
171jAdministration login [The Commission finds for the Joint Sponsors. Yes
order completion SWBT shall remove all costs associated with
“Administration login order completion” from
its cost study.
172[Dispatch for The Commission finds that the probability of Yes
Multiplexing having a dispatch for the multiplexing
nonrecurring costs should be set to zero.
173|Cross-connects in ~ {The Commission finds in favor of SWBT. Yes
multiplexing costs
174{Plug-in activities This issue was addressed at issue 121 and need Yes
times not be addressed again.
175|Login and This issue was addressed at issue 119 and need Yes
completeness check [not be addressed again.
times
176|Establish Circuit This issue was addressed at issue 120 and need Partial  |In accordance with the Commission’s ruling on Issue

126, the disconnect times have been reduced to match
the connect times for Voice Grade 2W and 4W cross-

DCS Training times

this issue.

connects.
177{Circuit completion  |This issue was addressed at issue 123 and need Yes
and order closeout  [not be addressed again.
add'l times
178 [The Commiission finds in favor of SWBT on Yes
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179|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under| Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.

180)Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present

[value calculation.
181]|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and| No s explained on Issues 37 - 44, SWBT’s compliance

labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
f:ost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.

Unbundled Dedicated Transport Interoffice Facilities for DS, OC3, and

OCI12 Recurring, 2001 - 2003, March 2001

182

Cost Factors

Cost factors are specifically addressed under
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again.

No

As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
15 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not

onsistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.

183

Fiber Fill Factor

This 1ssue was addressed at issue 140 and need
not be addressed again.

Yes

The revised rate in SWBT’s compliance filing is
consistent with the Joint Sponsors restated studies using
ja 90% fill rate.

184

Is SWBT’s sample
size for Interoffice

Failure to include those high capacity circuits
may make SWBT’s cost study sample

Yes

Facilities Circuits unreliable. If it has not included high capacity
easonable? interoffice circuits in its cost study sample,
SWBT shall do so.

The revised rate in SWBT’s compliance filing is
consistent with the Joint Sponsors’ restated studies.
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Unbundled Dedicated Transport Interoffice Facilities Voice Grade, OC3, and OCI12 NonRecurring (TELRIC) Cost Study 2001-2003 July,

2001
185|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect costbe  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
186|Fallout percentage  {This issue was addressed at issue 145 and need Yes
for Orders not be addressed again.
187(Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
188|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A is 1ssue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present
jvalue calculation. )
189|Labor Rates No As explained on Issues 37 - 44, SWBT’s compliance

LI;abor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and
eed not be addressed again.

labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and
those labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.

Unbundled Dedicated Transport Entrance Facilities DS1 TELRIC Recurring Study, 2001 - 2003, April 2001

190

Fiber Fill Factor

This issue was addressed at i1ssue 140 and need

not be addressed again.

Yes
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191|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not

consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 83, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Comrmssion’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.

Unbundied Dedicated Transport Entrance Facilities DS3, 0C3, and OCI2 TELRIC Recurring Study, 2001 - 2003, April 2001

192|Fiber Fill Factor This issue was addressed at issue 140 and need Yes
not be addressed again.

193|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No As explained in the Joint Sponsors” comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not

consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
— 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
t;')plicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors

ere included in the Joint Sponsor’s rates.

Unbundled Dedication Transport Entrance Facilities DS1, DS3, OC3, and OCI12 Non-Recurring (TELRIC)} Cost Study, 2001 - 2003, June
2001

194[Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect cost be  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?

195[Should SSC Testing [The Commission found in favor of SWBT on Yes
be included in the  jissue 136 and did not exclude SSC testing from
Entrance Facilities  jthe cross-connect. Therefore, this issue 1s moot
Study? and need not be further addressed.
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Compliance
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Joint Sponsors’ Comments

196

Time for Log, Sort,
Match, Distribute

The Commission finds in favor of the Joint
Sponsors. The times for both the initial and the

Yes

Circuit [order]
completion and order
closeout add'l times

not be addressed again.

ordering tasks additional Log, Sort, Match, Distribute Ordering
Tasks are set at zero.
197|Order Analysis times |The Commission finds in favor of the Joint Yes
Sponsors. The time for additional Order
|Analysis is set at 0.5 minutes per each
additional entrance facility.
198|Dispatch time to [The Commission finds in favor of the Joint No SWBT’s sub-loop cross-connect cost study uses a time
Unmanned Central |Sponsors. The time that SWBT allots in this of **__ ** minutes for dispatch. The SWBT compliance
Offices, and Order  |cost study for dispatching a technician to a cost study was revised to use this time instead of the
completion customer’s premises to provision an entrance ¥+ ¥* minutes SWBT used.
Lfacility, is reduced to match the time allotted for
the same task in SWBT’s sub-loop cross-
connect nonrecurring cost study.
199[Plug-in activities This 1ssue was addressed at issue 121 and need Yes
times not be addressed again.
200|Login and SWBT and the Joint Sponsors agree that this Yes
completeness check [issue has been withdrawn. Therefore, it need
times not be further addressed by the Commission.
201|Establish Circuit This issue was addressed at issue 120 and need Yes
Cross-Connect times |not be addressed again.
202 [This issue was addressed at issue 123 and need Yes

November 4, 2002

Page 50 of 77




Missouri Case TO-2001-438

Joint Sponsor’s Decision Point List Compliance Assessment Attachment 1-NP
. Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# _ ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
203|Disconnect cross This issue was addressed at issue 126 and need No For this study SWBT has interpreted the Commission’s
wire times not be addressed again. ruling to be that the disconnect time should be equal to
the connect time, rather than the correct interpretation
that that disconnect times should be no greater than
connect times (but not increased to match connect
times). SWBT has increased the disconnect times on
several elements in the study. These times have been
corrected to the disconnect times in SWBT’s original
studies. The affected elements are Entrance Facilities
DS3 (additional time), Entrance Facilities OC3, and
Entrance Facilities OC12.
204|Coordinate / Conduct [The Commission finds in favor of SWBT on Yes
Preservice Tests Low |this issue.
Speed
205|Coordinate / Conduct [The Commuission finds in favor of SWBT on Yes
Preservice Tests Highjthis issue.
Speed
206|Fallout percentage  |This issue was addressed at issue 145 and need Yes
for probabilities not be addressed again.
<100%
207|Inflation Factor [nflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
208|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present
value calculation.
209|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commuission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Comimission’s decision and
those revised labor rates were entered into the Joint
Sponsors’ cost studies to produce the revised costs on
the rate sheet. ’
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" Unbundled 2-Wire Analog Trunk Port Non-Recurring TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001

210|Should fuil This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need N/A
disconnect costbe  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
211|Prepare the route This issue relates to a cost study used by SWBT N/A
index for record o set rates for a DID number block assignment.
|keeping regarding the|ln its discussion of issues 27-28, the
trunk group Commission found that SWBT could not use a
DID Trunk Port cost study to set rates for a DID
mumber block assignment. Instead, the
Commission ordered SWBT to use the rates
established in the T2A. Because the
Commission has decided that SWBT may not
use this cost study, the Commission need not
further address this issue.
212[L.oad the trunk group [SWBT and the Joint Sponsors agree that this N/A
information into the |issue is simply a duplication of issue 211. The
Mechanized Commisston need not further address this issue,
Translations System
213|Implementation Time[This issue relates to a cost study used by SWBT N/A

for first trunk group

to set rates for a DID number block assignment.
In its discussion of issues 27-28, the
Commission found that SWBT could not use a
IDID Trunk Port cost study to set rates for a DID
number block assignment. Instead, the
Commission ordered SWBT to use the rates
established in the T2A. Because the
Commission has decided that SWBT may not
use this cost study, the Commission need not
further address this issue.
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214[Implementation Time|This issue relates to a cost study used by SWBT N/A
for additional trunk  [to set rates for a DID number block assignment.
groups ltln its discussion of issues 27-28, the
Commission found that SWBT could not use a
DID Trunk Port cost study to set rates for a DID
number block assignment. Instead, the
Commission ordered SWBT to use the rates
established in the T2A. Because the
Commission has decided that SWBT may not
use this cost study, the Commission need not
further address this issue.
215|Should the cost This issue relates to a cost study used by SWBT N/A
structure for this rate [to set rates for a DID number block assignment.
element be for an In its discussion of issues 27-28, the
individual trunk? Commission found that SWBT could not use a
DID Trunk Port cost study to set rates for a DID
murmber block assignment. Instead, the
Commission ordered SWBT to use the rates
established in the T2A. Because the
Commission has decided that SWBT may not
use this cost study, the Commission need not
further address this issue.
216|Should the The Commission finds in favor of SWBT. N/A
Preparation and
implementation times
for DMS100
translations be the
same as for SESS?
217iInflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under N/A
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
218[Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A

and need not be addressed again.
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219|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
meed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
‘Unbundled Digital DS1 Trunk Port Non-Recurring TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
220|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need N/A
disconnect costbe  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
221|Prepare the route This issue was addressed at issue 211 and need N/A
index for record not be addressed again.
keeping regarding the
trunk group
222|Load the trunk group {This issue is a duplicate of 221. It was N/A
information into the Jaddressed at issue 211 and need not be
Mechanized addressed again.
Translations System
223{Implementation Time|This issue was addressed at issue 213 and need N/A
for first trunk group [not be addressed again.
224\Implementation Time|This issue was addressed at issue 214 and need N/A
for additional trunk  [not be addressed again.
groups
225[Should the cost This issue was addressed at issue 215 and need N/A
structure for this rate [not be addressed again.
element be for an
individual trunk?
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Issue
Issue ' Commission Ruling Compliance
# ' ? Joint Sponsors®’ Comments
226[Should the This issue was addressed at issue 216 and need N/A

Preparation and ot be addressed again.

implementation times r

for DMS100

translations be the
same as for SESS?
227|Inflation Factor [Inflation factors are specifically addressed under N/A
1ssues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.

2281Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A
and need not be addressed again.

229 abor Rates [Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed agai. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s

decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate

sheet.
Originating Line Number Screening (OLNS) TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
230|STP Link Utilization |For reasons explained in its Conclusions of Yes Since the Joint Sponsors don’t have the revised CCSCIS
Law, the Commission finds that the fill factor model, the STP Link Utilization cannot be verified
for STP links should be set at 40 percent, or 80 directly. However, the revised rate in SWBT’s
percent for a mated pair. compliance filing is consistent with the Joint Sponsors

restated studies.

231|STP Utilization [The Commission finds that SWBT’s Yes
calculations should be based on 32 percent STP
utilization during the busy hour in a forward-
looking TELRIC cost study.
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232[Expenses for The Commission finds in favor of SWBT. Yes
INETPILOT and
IACCESS7 Software,
is it double counted?
233|CCSCIS Equipment [The Commission finds that the 40 percent Yes Since the Joint Sponsors don’t have the revised CCSCIS
Vendor Discount discount from list price established in Texas is model the vendor discount cannot be verified directly.
reasonable and is adopted. However, the revised rate in SWBT's compliance filing
is consistent with the Joint Sponsors restated studies.
234|What is the correct  [The Commission finds in favor of SWBT. Yes
Marginal CCS per
Channel in order to
size material
investment?
235|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsors’ rates.
236{Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes ’Joint Sponsors also used the cost of capital ordered by
and need not be addressed again. commission in restating cost factors.
887 Transport TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
237|STP Link Utilization [This issue was addressed at issue 230 and need N/A 0-97-40 rate used for SS7 transport. See DPL items 2
not be addressed again. nd 3.
238|STP Utilization This issue was addressed at issue 231 and need N/A
mot be addressed again.
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Issue Commission Ruling Compliance :
# ? ' Joint Sponsors’ Comments
239(Expenses for This issue was addressed at issue 232 and need N/A
INETPILOT and not be addressed again.
ACCESS7 Software,
is it double counted?
240JCCSCIS Equipment is issue was addressed at issue 233 and need N/A
Vendor Discount not be addressed again.
241{What is the correct is issue was addressed at issue 234 and need N/A
Marginal CCS per ot be addressed again.
Channel in order to
size material
investment?
242iCost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under] No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsors’ rates.
243{Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes
and need not be addressed again.
SS7 LIDB Validation Query TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
244|STP Link Utilization |This issue was addressed at issue 230 and need Yes
not be addressed again.
2451STP Utilization This issue was addressed at issue 231 and need Yes
not be addressed again,
246|Expenses for This issue was addressed at issue 232 and need Yes

INETPILOT and
ACCESS7T Software,
is it double counted?

not be addressed again.
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Issue

Issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance
l’

Joint Spoensors’ Coinments

247[CCSCIS Equipment

'Vendor Discount

This 1ssue was addressed at issue 233 and need
not be addressed again.

Yes

248|Average # 581
Clerks

The Joint Sponsors would address this overlap
by leaving in place the SS1 clerks that are
assigned to SMS queries, while reducing the
number of clerks assigned to SLEUTH queries,
5o that the total number of SS1 clerks assigned
to SMS queries and SLEUTH queries would
match the total number of SS1 clerks.

This aspect of the Joint Sponsors’ argument is
reasonable and persuasive. It is not rebutted by
SWBT in either testimony or argument. The
Commission finds in favor of the Joint Sponsors
on this portion of their argument.

Because SS1 clerk positions assigned to
SLEUTH queries are likely to be reassigned to
SMS queries rather than eliminated, the
Commission finds that the number of such
positions should not be further reduced with the
reduction in number of SLEUTH queries. The
Commission finds in favor of SWBT on this
ortion of this issue.

Yes

249]Should full
disconnect cost be
paid at the time the

connection 1s made?

This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need
not be addressed again.

Yes

2501X .25 Links
(transport)
Investment

The Commission finds that the investment cost
for a pair of X.25 Links shall be assumed to be
equal to the investment cost for a pair of DS0
Dedicated Transport Links.

Yes

cost for DSO links.

Tab 7.3 of SWBT compliance study modified to include
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of managers in the job function codes associated
with SLEUTH and SMS shall be limited to the
number proposed by the Joint Sponsors.

Issue
: Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
251|SLEUTH system SWBT acknowledged that the Joint Sponsors’ Yes
Vendor Maintenance [position was correct, corrected the cost study,
expense and presented the results in its surrebuttal
chtimony. [209] The Commission need not
further address this issue.
252|# Sun Workstations [The Commission finds in favor of SWBT. Yes
to Upgrade
253|Should expenses to  [The CLECs should not be required to bear the Yes
upgrade the Sun one-time installation costs year after year. The
Workstation be Commission finds in favor of the position
expenses every year? [advocated by the Joint Sponsors. The
installation expenses relating to the Sun
'Workstations must be capitalized.
254|Should loaded labor [The Joint Sponsors allege that SWBT has Yes
rates be used within |misapplied loaded labor rates but they do not
this cost study? offer any specifics to support that allegation. As
a result, the Commission is unable to direct
SWBT to make any specific corrections to its
cost studies. The Commission finds in favor of
SWRBT.
255)Area Manager’s The Commission finds in favor of the Joint Yes The number of hours on Tab 8.4 for this task were
allocation to the Sponsors. The area manager’s allocation to the multiplied by .125
SLEUTH function [SLEUTH function will be 12.5 percent of the
Area Manager’s time and cost.
256|# Managers for The Commission finds in favor of the position Yes
SLEUTH and SMS [advocated by the Joint Sponsors. The number
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Issue _ Commission Ruling Compliance
# - ? Joint Sponsers’ Comments
257 S87 Clerks For the reasons described in issue 256, the Yes
Commission finds in favor of the Joint
Sponsors. The number of SS7 clerks shall be
reduced to the number supported by SWBT’s
labor rate support documentation and set out in
the Joint Sponsors’ testimony.
258[Software License and|[The Commission finds in favor of the Joint Yes
Support Inflation Sponsors. SWBT’s cost report shall not include
Factor an inflation factor for software licenses and
software support.

259|Was the present value{The Joint Sponsors’ witness testified that SWBT) Yes
calculation within thefhad incorrectly performed present value

study done correctly? [calculations in its cost study. SWBT agreed that|
the calculations were initially done incorrectly
and corrected them in its surrebuttal testimony.
The Commission need not further address this
issue.

260[Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 15 — 85, SWBT's restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. It also
appears that SWBT incorrectly used the 377C
maintenance factor for 357C maintenance on Tab 8.1.2.
As explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues
45 — 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost
Factors to be consistent with the Commission’s decision,
as applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in their restated rates.

261|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a

and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present
value calculation.
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' Issne . Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
262|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
meed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s

decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate

sheet.
Signal Transfer Point (STP) Port TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
263|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need N/A Commission ordered use of T0-97-40 rates
disconnect costbe ot be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection 13 made?
264|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No [As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
lapplicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsors’ rates.
265Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes
and need not be addressed again.
266{Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
heed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s

decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
887 CNAM Query TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
267|STP Link Utilization |This issue was addressed at issue 230 and need Yes Since the Joint Sponsors don’t have the revised CCSCIS
not be addressed again. model the STP Link Utilization cannot be verified
directly. However, the revised rate in SWBT’s
ompliance filing is consistent with the Joint Sponsors
restated studies.
268[STP Utilization 15 issue was addressed at issue 230 and need Yes
ot be addressed again.
269|Expenses for is issue was addressed at issue 232 and need Yes
INETPILOT and not be addressed again.
ACCESS7 Software,
is it double counted?
270[CCSCIS Equipment [This issue was addressed at issue 233 and need Yes Since the Joint Sponsors don’t have the revised CCSCIS
Vendor Discount not be addressed again. model the vendor discount cannot be verified directly.
However, the revised rate in SWBT’s compliance filing
is consistent with the Joint Sponsors restated studies.
271|What is the correct  |This issue was addressed at issue 234 and need Yes
Marginal CCS per Ljot be addressed again.

Channel in order to
size material

investment?
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272|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 145 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. It also
appears that SWBT incorrectly used the 377C
?aintenance factor for the 357C maintenance factor on
ab 8.02. As explained in the Joint Sponsors’
comments on Issues 45 — 85, the Joint Sponsors have
revised the Cost Factors to be consistent with the
(Commission’s decision, as applicable. The Joint
Sponsors’ revised cost factors were included in the
restated rates.
273{Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes ﬂoint Sponsors also used the Cost of Money ordered by
and need not be addressed again. ommission in restating cost factors.
Custom Routing - Resale TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
274|STP Link Utilization {This issue was addressed at issue 230 and need Yes Since the Joint Sponsors don’t have the revised CCSCIS
ot be addressed again. model the STP Link Utilization cannot be verified
directly. However, the revised rate in SWBT’s
compliance filing is consistent with the Joint Sponsors
restated studies.
275|STP Utilization This issuc was addressed at issue 231 and need Yes
ot be addressed again.
276|Expenses for is issue was addressed at issue 232 and need Yes
INETPILOT and ot be addressed again
ACCESS7 software,
is it double counted?
277|CCSCIS Equipment [This issue was addressed at issue 233 and need Yes Since the Joint Sponsors don’t have the revised CCSCIS

'Vendor Discount

mot be addressed again.

model the vendor discount cannot be verified directly.
However, the revised rate in SWBT’s comphance filing
is consistent with the Joint Sponsors restated studies.
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278|What is the correct  [This issue was addressed at issue 234 and need Yes
Marginal CCS per  not be addressed again
Channel in order to
size material
investment?
279|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed under No |As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commuission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
- 85, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
applicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsors’ rates.
280|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes Joint Sponsors also used the Cost of Money ordered by
and need not be addressed again. commission in restating cost factors.
281|Link Utilization This issue was addressed at issue 231 and need Yes
within Study tabs not be addressed again.
282|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect cost be  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
283(Should the This issue was addressed at issue 216 and need Yes
Preparation and not be addressed again.
implementation times
for DMS100
translations be the
same as for SESS?
284|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
285[Should customized {The Commission agrees with the argument Yes
routing-resale be presented by SWBT. Each user should be
harged per query or |responsible for bearing the cost of its own
ger line? usage. The fact that SWBT has used a different
method of charging for these services in Texas
does not require it to offer the same deal in
Missouri. The Commission finds in favor of
SWBT.
Custom Routing - UNE TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
286|STP Link Utilization [This issue was addressed at issue 230 and need Yes
L’xot be addressed again.
287|STP Utilization This issue was addressed at issue 231 and need Yes
not be addressed again.
288|Expenses for This issue was addressed at issue 232 and need Yes
NETPILOT and ot be addressed again
ACCESS7 Software,
is it double counted?
289}CCSCIS Equipment [This issue was addressed at issue 233 and need Yes
Vendor Discount not be addressed again.
290|What is the correct  [This issue was addressed at issue 234 and need Yes
Marginal CCSper  jnot be addressed again

Channel in order to
size material

investment?
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291|Cost Factors Cost factors are specifically addressed unde No As explained in the Joint Sponsors’ comments on Issues
issues 45-85 and need not be addressed again. 45 — 85, SWBT’s restated cost factors were not
consistent with the Commission’s decision. As
explained in the Joint Sponsor’s comments on Issues 45
— &5, the Joint Sponsors have revised the Cost Factors to
be consistent with the Commission’s decision, as
pplicable. The Joint Sponsors’ revised cost factors
were included in the Joint Sponsors’ rates.
2921Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes Joint Sponsors also used the Cost of Money ordered by
and need not be addressed again. commission in restating cost factors.
293|Link Utilization This issue was addressed at issue 231 and need Yes
within Study tabs not be addressed again.
294|Should full This 1ssue was addressed at 1ssue 106 and need Yes
disconnect costbe  Inot be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
295[Should the This issue was addressed at issue 216 and need Yes
Preparation and not be addressed again.
implementation times
for DMS100
translations be the
same as for SESS?
296|Inflation Factor Infiation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
297|Should customized [This issue was addressed at issue 285 and need Yes
routing-resale be not be addressed again.
charged per query or
per line?
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling ‘Compliance
# : ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
298[Input and translation [The Commission is not able to consider Yes
of line class codes for|evidence that is not in the record. Therefore,
connect and this issue is unsupported by any evidence in the
disconnect record and the Commission considers it to have
been withdrawn,
299|Should the This issue was addressed at issue 216 and need Yes
Preparation and not be addressed again.
implementation times
for DMS100
translations be the
same as for SESS?
300|Inflation Factor [nflation factors are specifically addressed under, Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
301|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 Yes Joint Sponsors also used the Cost of Money ordered by
and need not be addressed again. commission in restating cost factors.
302|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on [ssues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
303|Expenses for This issue was addressed at issue 232 and need Yes

INETPILOT and
ACCESS7 software,
is it double counted?

not be addressed again.
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disconnect cost be
\paid at the time the
connection is made?

not be addressed again.

Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance _ _
#- ' ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
Unbundled Call Trace TELRIC Cost Study, April, 2001
304|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect costbe  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
305]Fall Out rate for The Commission finds in favor of the position Yes
automated sysiems  |advocated by the Joint Sponsors. For those
1processr:s that should be highly automated, such
as feature activations in the local switch, service
order processing, and similar processes, SWBT
shall utilize a fallout rate of two percent.
306}|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
307|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present
value calculation.
308|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
L‘leed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
o be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
Centrex System TELRIC Cost Study _
309(Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
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: Issue Commission Ruling Compliance :
# _ ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
310}Should the This issue was addressed at issue 216 and need Yes
Preparation and not be addressed again.
implementation times
for DMS100

translations be the
same as for SESS?

311{Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
312|Cost of Capital Cost of Capital is addressed at issues 82-102 N/A This issue is moot because the disconnect is now a
and need not be addressed again. separate element and there is not need for a present
value calculation.
313[Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s

decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.

Simple and Complex UNE Feature Non-Recurring Cost 2001 - 2003, May 2001

314[Should rounding be {The Commission finds in favor of the position Yes
used in translating  |advocated by the Joint Sponsors. For the

time from hoursto  [purposes of this cost study, SWBT may not use
minutes? rounding.

315[Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
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Issue : Commission Ruling Compliance
# o 7. Joint Sponsors’ Comments _
316[Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
meed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s

decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate

sheet.
317[Probability of The arguments presented by the parties are the No SWBT incorrectly applied the Commission’s ruling to
occurrence for same as those presented in issue 305, which the study and in effect applied a fallout rate of 0.2%
verifying a feature  |dealt with fallout rates. The Commission’s instead of 2%. The fallout rate for verifying a feature in
decision in that issue also applies to this issue. SWBT’s study is sourced from Tabs 8.6 and 8.8. In

SWBT’s original study, this rate was ** ___ ** and Joint
Sponsors successfully argued that it should be 2%. In
SWBT’s compliance filing, the value on Tabs 8.6 and
8.8 was left at ** ___ ** but another factor of 2% was
fapplied on Tab 6.4. The correct implementation of this
ruling within the study is to change the **___ ** fallout
rate to 2% on Tabs 8.6 and 8.8 and leave the occurrence
factor on Tab 6.4 at 100%. This produces a TELRIC
cost of .04 for activation of simple features.

318{Probability of This is a duplication of issue 317 and need not N/A
occurrence for be addressed
verifying a feature

319{Should supplements {The Commission finds in favor of SWBT Yes
be charged per
feature?
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Issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance]

?

- Joint Sponsors’ Comments

Primary Rate Interface (PRI) Port Features TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001

implementation times
for inputting backup
D channel trunk
group into MTS

Sponsors. SWBT must remove this cost from
its cost study.

320|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect cost be  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
321|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
322|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
eed not be addressed again. abor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet, :
323|Should the This issue was addressed at issue 216 and need Yes
Preparation and not be addressed again.
implementation times
for DMS100
translations be the
same as for SESS?
324|Preparation and The Commission finds in favor of the Joint No This task relates to both the connect and the disconnect

for the PRI. The ruling eliminated the costs for this task
in connection with the Backup D channel, therefore the
task should be eliminated both for the connect and
disconnect functions. The times for disconnect were not
emoved from SWBT’s compliance studies. The
disconnect time for this task was set to zero in Joint

Sponsors revised study on Tab 8.1.2.
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Issue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
# ' o ? Joint Sponsors® Comments
Unbundled BRI Port Features TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
325|Should full This issue was addressed at issue 106 and need Yes
disconnect costbe  [not be addressed again.
paid at the time the
connection is made?
326|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
327[Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and| No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance

need not be addressed again.

labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.

Electronic UNE Service Order Cost, 2001 - 2003, May 2001

328[Fallout for complex [The Commission finds in favor of SWBT. The Yes
orders fallout rates for complex orders that SWBT
utilized in its cost studies need not be altered.
329|Should rounding be [This issue was addressed at issue 314 and need Yes
used in translating  [not be addressed again.
time from hours to
minutes?
330|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes

issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
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Issué _
: Issue ' Commission Ruling Compliance _ _
# . ?. Joint Sponsors’ Comments
331|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and| No As explained on Issues 37 - 44, SWBT’s compliance
meed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s

decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate

sheet.
Manual UNE Service Order Cost, 2001 — 2003
332|Should rounding be  [This issue was addressed at issue 314 and need Yes
used in translating  [not be addressed again.
time from hours to
minutes?
333|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under| Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
334|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
ldecision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
335|Workflow manager [There is no reason to believe that for this system Yes
fallout time for all  [the fallout rate for simple orders is any different
simple order types  [than the fallout rate for complex orders. The
Commission finds in favor of SWBT.
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Issue

#

Issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance
0

~ Joint Sponsors” Comments

Electronic UNE Service Order Type Study NonRecurring Cost Study 2001-2003

336|Should rounding be [This issue was addressed at issue 314 and need Yes
used in translating  Inot be addressed again.
time from hours to
minutes?
337|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
338|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
meed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
339|LSR processing by  [The time estimates contained in SWBT’s cost Yes
Service Rep on all  [studies are more credible than the speculations
simple order types  |of the Joint Sponsors’ witness. The
except Expedite Commission finds in favor of SWBT.
340|Should processing  [The Commission finds in favor of the Joint Yes

Jtime for complex
suspend and restore
activities be the same
as for simple
activities in this
study?

Sponsors (reduce the complex time to match the
simple time).
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Issue

#

Issue

Commission Ruling

Compliance

?

Joint Sponsors’ Comments

Manual UNE Service Order T ype Study NonRecurring Cost Study 2001-2003

341|Should rounding be [This issue was addressed at issue 314 and need Yes
used in translating  [not be addressed again.
time from hours to
minutes?
342|Inflation Factor [nflation factors are specifically addressed under| Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
343|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
meed not be addressed again. [labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
344|LSR processing by [This issue was addressed at issue 339 and need Yes
Service Repon all ot be addressed again.
simple order types
except Expedite
345{Should processing  [This issue was addressed at issue 340 and need Yes

time for complex
suspend and restore
activities be the same
as for simple
activities in this

study?

not be addressed again.
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JIssue
Issue Commission Ruling Compliance _
# ' : ? Joint Sponsors’ Comments
UNE-P Migration Service Order and Provisioning Cost NonRecurring Cost Study 2001-2003
346|Should rounding be  [This issue was addressed at issue 314 and need Yes
used in translating  [not be addressed again.
time from hours to
minutes?
347|Inflation Factor [nflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again.
348|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No s explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
need not be addressed again. abor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
decision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Cormission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
cost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
349RC MAC fallout This issue was addressed at issue 305 and need Yes SWBT applied 2% on Tab 6.2.
percentage not be addressed again. '
NXX Migration TELRIC Cost Study, April 2001
350|Inflation Factor Inflation factors are specifically addressed under Yes
issues 63-65 and need not be addressed again. :
351|Labor Rates Labor rates are addressed at issues 36-44 and No As explained on Issues 37 — 44, SWBT’s compliance
Fmeed not be addressed again. labor rates were not consistent with the Commission’s
ecision. The Joint Sponsors have revised those rates
to be consistent with the Commission’s decision and the
revised labor rates were entered into the Joint Sponsors’
lcost studies to produce the revised costs on the rate
sheet.
352|Coordinate with [The Commission finds in favor of the position Yes
marketing times advocated by the Joint Sponsors. The time
estimate for this activity shall be set at zero.
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Issue
L Issue Commission Ruling Compliance
#o ' Joint Sponsors’ Comments
353[White pages The Commission finds in favor of the position No SWBT did not remove the cost for White Pages
activities advocated by the Joint Sponsors (no need for the personnel in Tab 6.0 of SWBT’s study.
involvement of Directory White Pages
personnel in an NXX migration)
354|Redundant activities [The Commission finds in favor of the position Yes
for LVAS advocated by the Joint Sponsors (eliminate the
cost of the Technical Architect)
355[Communications [For reasons explained in its Conclusions of Yes
Consultant and Law, the Commission finds that all trunking
Service related costs associated with NXX migration
Representative should be apportioned between SWBT and the
coordination requesting CLEC according to the provisions of
activities their interconnection agreement for sharing of
interconnection expenses.
356|Coordination The Commission finds in favor of the position Yes

meetings times

advocated by the Joint Sponsors( the two times
are redundant and would eliminate the shorter

time)
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Attachment 2 NP

J_ Commission Ordered Cost Results Corrasponding Rates From Gommission Ordered Cost Results
IUNEISERWCE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'i Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l
Shared and Common Factor *OHG™
Loop Cross Connects {with testing unless otherwise noted)
Loop to Multiplexer - 4-Wire Install * HC™ * HC*™ ™ OHC* 3 14.17 $ 87.29 § 69.41
Loop to Multiplexer - 4-Wire Disconnact = HC * HC™ $ 1386 $§ 11.40
Analog Loop to DCS 2W - Install »* HC ™ * HC* ** HC™ $ 0.27 $ 8487 § 66.98
Analog Loop to DCS 2W - Disconnect O HC* * HC* § 1144 § 8.98
Anazlog Loop to DCS 4W - Install * HC* ** HC* OHGT $ 0.53 3 B7.28 % £3.41
Analog Loop 1o DTS 4W - Discannect * HC* * HC* $ 13.86 § 11.40
Digital Loop to DCS 2W - Install * HC™ “* HC* ™ HC*" 3 0.27 $ 87.26 % 70.56
Digital Loop to DGS 2W - Disconnect ** HC™ ™ HC* 3 1144 $ 8.98
Digital Loop te DCS 4W - InstallDisconnect TO.97-40 TO-97-40 TO-97-40 5 9.00 $ 60,04 § 41.06
Digital Loop to DCS 4W - Disconnect (no separate disconnect rate in 97-40)
Analog Loop to Switch Port - Install Neone **OHC “ HC* None 3 2477 % 18.70
Analog Loop to Switch Port - Disconnect T OHC OHC 5 637 % 4,04
Digital Loop to Switch Port 2W - Instafl None * HC*™ = HC*™ None 5 2112 § 15.05
Digital Loop to Switch Port 2W - Disconnect = HC™ ** HC* $ 1215 § 4.04
Digital Loop to Switch Port 4W - Install * HC* * HC* * HC* 3 14.17 $ 15323 § 132.55
Digital Loop to Switch Port 4W - Disconnect ™ HC*™ **OHC 5 1894 § 10.84
DS3 Loop Crossconnect - Install TO-97-40 TO-97-40 TO-97-40 $ 30.08 $ 5498 § 42.90
Subtoop Cross Connect
Feeder
2-Wire Analog Zone 1 None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 2 None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 3 None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 4 None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
4-Wire Analog Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire DSL Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 \Wwithdrawn in 438
4-Wire DSL. Sub-Loop Nane Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire ISDN Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
DS1 Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
Distribution
2-Wire Analog Zone 1 $ - Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 2 Ncne Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 3 Hone Withdrawn in 438 ‘Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zane 4 Neone Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
4-Wire Analog Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire DL Sub-Locp Nane Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
4-Wire DSL Sub-Loop Nane Withdrawn in 438 Withdrawn in 438
UNE.Customized Routing
Customized Routing Per COriginating Query = HC*= $  0.004022
CLEC order for Customized Routing per switch None = HC* None None § 6.43 None
Setup MARCH RPM and AIN Tables per CLEC per switch None ** HC*™ None None $ 78.78 None
PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ES5 None * HC* None None $ 127.58 None
None * HC* None None 3 103.27 None

Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS10G




PLEXAR Line Translations for all technologies per 5 statiens
POTS
POTS Translations per 5ESS office
POTS Translations per DMS100 office
POTS Line Translations for all technologies per line
DID
Translations per 1st DID number - 5E8S
Translations per Addl. DID number - 5ESS
Translations per 1st DID number - DMS100
Translations per Addl. DID number - DMS100
SHARED COST FOR ALL AIN SERVICES
AIN setup translations per office - 5ESS
AN setup translations per office - DMS100
PLEXAR
PLEXAR AIN setup franslations per office - DMS100
NONRECURRING COST - DISCONNECT
CLEC order for Customized Routing per switch
PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ESS
Translations per Plexar Customer - DM5100
PLEXAR Line Translations for all technologies per § stations
POTS
PQTS Translations per SESS office
POTS Translations per DMS3100 office
POTS Line Translations for all technologies per line
DID
Translations per 1st DI number - 5SESS
Translations per Addl. DID number - 5ESS
Translations per 1st DID number - DMS100
Translations per Addl. DD number - DMS100
RESALE-Customized Routing
Customized Routing Per Originating Query
CLEC arder for Customized Routing per swilch
PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5SESS
Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS100
POTS
POTS Transiations per SESS office
POTS Translations per DMS100 office
NONRECURRING COST - DISCONNECT
CLEC order for Customized Routing per switch
PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ESS
Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS10¢
POTS
POTS Transiations per SESS office
PQOTS Translations per DMS100 office

Feature Activation per Analog Port Type
Call Waiting

-

None

None
None
Nane

None
None
None
Hone

None
None

None
Nane
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None

HC **
None

None
None

None
Nona

None

None
None

None
None

None
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Nong
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4262
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Call Ferwarding Variable - None o HC™ None Nane $ 0.04 None
Call Forwarding Busy Line None ** HC** None None $ 0.04 None
Call Forwarding Don't Answer None ** HC* None None 1 0.04 None
Three-Way Calling Mone * HC* None None $ 0.04 None
Speed Calling 8 None * HC* None None $ 0.04 None
Speed Calling 30 None *OHC Hone: None $ 0.04 Nong
Autp Callback/Auto Redial None *OHC™ None None 3 0.04 None
Distinctive Ring/Priority Call None * HC** Naone HNone $ t.04 None
Selective Call Rejection/Call Blocker None ** HC* None None $ 0.04 MNong
Auto Recall/Call Return None * HC* None None $ 0.04 None
Selective Call Forwarding Nong ** HC™ None None $ 0.04 Nane
Calling # Delivery None " OHC™ None Nene $ 0.04 None
CMNAM Delivery None *OHC None None 3 0.04 None
Calling Number/Name Blocking Nane = HC* None None ) 0.04 None
Anonymous Call Rejection None ™ HC None Nong 3 0.04 None
Feature Activation per Analog Arrangement
Personalized Ring None ** HC ** None None § 0.24 None
Hunting Arrangement None OO None Mone $ 0.33 None
Feoature Activation per Successful Occurrence
Call Trace {per feature per port) - Connect Neone * HC*™ None None $ 0.28 None
Call Trace (per feature per port) - Disconnect None " HC None None $ 0.29 Nane
Call Trace {per successful ocourence per port) None ™ HC*™ None None $ 3.49 None
ISDN BR! Port Foatures
CSV/CSD per B channel - Connect None * HC*™ None None $ 0.58 None
CSWESD per B channel - Disconnect Nane * oHC* Mone hone 3 0.58 None
Basic EKTS per B channel - Connect MNone * HC ™ None None % 0.58 None
Basic EKTS per B channel - Disconnect MNane * HC ™ MNane None $ 0.58 MNone
CACH EKTS per B channel - Connect None ™ HC* None None $ 0.58 None
CACH EKTS per B channel - Disconnect None * HC* Nane None $ c.58 None
ISDN PRI Port Features
Backup D Channel - Connect None * HC* None None $ 33.61 None
Backup D Channel - Disconnect None " HC™ None None $ 30.22 None
CNAM Delivery - Connect HNone *OHG™ None None $ 14,66 None
CNAM Delivery - Disconnect None " OHG None Nane $ 14,66 Nane
Dynarnic Channel Allocation - Conhect Nane OHCT MNone None 3 41.88 None
Dynamic Channel Allocation - Disconnect None * HC* MNone None 3 30.22 None
Analog DID Number Blocks
10 Number DD Number Block None T2A T2A None % 123685 § 5.60
100 Number DID Number Block None T2A T2A $ 13021 § 11.23
D51 Digital D HNumber Blocks
10 Number DID Number Block None T2A T2A None 3 12365 § 5.80
100 Nurmher 01D Number Black HNone T2A T2A $ 13021 § 11.23
Centrex-like System Charges




System Establishment per serving office - Analog Only - Connect None
System Establishment per sendng office - Analog Only - Disconnect Nane
System Establishment per serving office - Analog/ISDN BRI Mix - Connect None
System Establishment per serving office - Analog/ISDN BRI Mix - Disconnect None
System Establishment per serving office - ISDN BRI Only - Connect Mone
System Establishment per serving office - ISDN BRI Only - Disconnect None
System Subsqnt Canversion per serving office - Add Analog to existing ISDN BRI only

system None
System Subsgnt Conversion per serving office - Add ISDN to existing Analog only system None

Analog Port Features
Standard feature initialization per analog port None
Awuto Callback Calling/Business Group Callback None
Call Forwarding Variable/ Business Group Call Forwarding Variable None
Call Forwarding Busy Line None
Call Forwarding Don't Answer None
Call Hold None
Call Pickup None
Call Transter - All Calls None
Call Waiting - Intragroup/Busingss Call Forwarding Var. None
Calt Waiting - Orig. None
Call Waiting - Term. None
Class of Service Restr. - Fully None
Class of Service Restr. - Semi None
Class of Service Restr. - Toll None
Caonsult. Hold None
Dial Call Waiting None
Directed Call Pickup - Non Barge in None
Directed Call Pickup - With Barge in None
Distinctive Ring and Cal Waiting Tone MNone
Hunting Arrgmt - Basic None
Hunting Arrgmt - Circular None
Speed Calling Personal None
Three Way Calling None
Voice/Data Protection None

ISDN (BRI) Port Features
Standard feature initialization per [SON BRI part None
Add'l Call Offering for CSV None
Call Forwarding Busy Line Nane
Call Forwarding Don't Answer None
Call Forwarding Variable None
Call Hold None
Call Pickup None
Call Transfer - All Calls Nane
Class of Service Restr. - Fully Nong
Class of Service Restr. - Semi Nene
Class of Service Restr, - Tall None

None

Caongult, Hold

TO-2001-438
Joint Sponsors' Results of Commission Ordered Changes to SWBT's Cost Studies

-

-

e

o

"

L3

-

-

"

-

-

o

=

o

-

.

L]

.

o

't

-

"

*

-

-

i

'3

"

ok

T3

Y3

-

=

*

-

HG
HC ™
HC "
HC Ll
HC L3
HC*

HG ™
HG ™
He -
HC *
HC Le
HC *
HC i
HC **
HC -
HC
HC
HC **
HE *
HC Ll
HC
HC
HC
HC ™
HC
HC Lid
HC "
HC Lid
HE
HC =

HC
HC **
HC
HC *
HC _h
HG **
HC ™
HE =
HC =
HC **
HC *
HC ™

None
MNone
Nong
None
None
None

None

None

None
None
Hore
None

None
None
None
Nana
None
None
None
None
None
Nene
Nane
MNone
Nene
None
None
None
None
Nong
None

Naone
None
None
None
Nong
None
None
None
None
None
Noner
None

None
None
None
None
None
None

None

None

None
None
None
None

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
MNone
None

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None:
None
Hone
None

None:
None
None
Nong
None
None
None

&4 UL O B0

5 69 U5 60 A U1 R ) D 4R U0 40 0 A A 6D LA R R O R A R BB

7 U B A A BB AW

443.51
116.22
443.51
115.22
443,51
1158.22

1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.18
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.18
119
1.18
1.19
1.19
1.19
119
1.19
1.19
1.19
348
3.48
1.19
1.19
119

1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19
119
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.19

Attachment 2 NP

None
None
None
None
None

None

None

None
None
MNone
None
None
None

None
None
Nane
None
Nane
None
None
None
None
Nonea
Mone
None
None
None
None
None
None

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
Nane
MNone



TQ-2001-438 Attachment 2 NP
Joint Sponsors' Results of Commission Ordered Changes to SWBT's Cost Studies

Diaf Call Waiting None = HC* None None $ 1,19 None
Directed Call Pickup - Non Barge in None * HC* None None $ 1.19 None
Directed Call Pickup - With Barge in None = HC* None None $ 1.19 None
Distinctive Ringing Hone * HC™ None None H 1.19 None
Hunting Arrgmt - Basic None = HC None None $ 348 None
Hunting Arrgmt - Circular None = HG™ Mone None $ 348 None
Speed Calling Personal None * HC*™ None None 3 1.19 None
Three Way Calling None - OHC ™ Naone Mane $ 119 None
Dedicated Transport - Entrance Facilities
DS1 Entrance Facifilies
Zone 1 - Install " HC = ** HC™ ** HC* $ 68.65 $ 247.38 § 124,56
Zone 1 - Disconnect *» HC* ** HC* $ 15723 § 16.99
Zone 2 - Install “* HC* = HC* " HC* $ 7019 $ 247,38 % 124.56
Zona 2 - Disconnect ** HC* ™ HC* $ 107.23 § 16.99
Zone 3 - Install ** HC* = HC*™ ** HC*™ $ 73.54 $ 24738 % 124,56
Zone 3 - Discennect v OHC™ = HC* § 107.23 § 16.99
Zone 4 - Install = HC* »OHC ** HC*™ $ 68.93 $ 24738 § 124,56
Zone 4 - Disconnect ** HC* " HG $ 10723 % 16.99
DS3 Entrance Facilities ]
Zone 1 - Install * HC*" = HC™ ™ HC* 5 159.47 $ 24252 § 20.46
Zone 1 - Disconnact * HC*™ * HC™ 3 129.75 § 2814
Zone 2 - Install = HC** * HC™ ™ HC* $ 175.16 $ 24252 § 90.46
Zora T - Disconnect ** HC*™ * HC* 3 12075 § 28.14
Zone 3 - Install ** HC* * HC™ = HC* $ 255.25 3 24252 § 00.46
Zorne 3 - Disconnect * OHC * OHC ™ $ 12975 $ 2814
Zone 4 - Install * HC ™ = HC*™ ™ HC* $ 160,42 3 24252 § 90.46
Zone 4 - Discannect G * OHC ] 12975 § 28.14
OC3 Entrance Facilities |
Zone 1 - Ingtall ** HC* ™ HC* * HC* $ 384.30 $ 273338 % 112.05
Zone 1 - Disconnect ** HC*™ = HC* $ 11854 § 34.35
Zone 2 - Install * OHG* " HC*™ * HC ™ 3 413.58 g 27338 § 11205
Zone 2 - Disconnect ™ HC* ** HC*" $ 11854 § 34.35
Zone 3 - Install ¥ HC ™ * HC*™ ™ HC* $ 483.87 $ 27338 & 112.05
Zone 3 - Disconnect * HC* * HC™ $ 118.54 $ 34.35
Zone 4 - Install *»* HC™ * HC*™ ™ HC* $ 387.14 $ 27338 % 112.05
Zone 4 - Disconnect * HC™ * HC ™ $ 11854 § 34.35
QC12 Entrance Facilities I
Zone 1 - install il NG *OHO™ $ 1,228.73 $ 273.38 § 112.05
Zone 1 - Disconnect ** HC* *OHC 5 11854 $ 34.35
Zone 2 - Install * HC™ ** HC™ * HC* $ 1,261.04 $ 27338 % 112.05
Zone 2 - Disconnect = HC* * HC™ $ 11854 § 34.35
Zone 3 - instalf wOHG e * HC™ **OHG % 1,331.34 $ 273.38 § 14205
Zone 3 - Disconnect »OHC™ * HC* $ 11854 § 34.35
Zane 4 - Install * HC™ ™ HC*™ *OHC** $ 1,234.57 $ 27338 § 112495
Zone 4 - Disconnect * HC* "™ HC* $ 11854 § 34.35
Dedicated Transport - Interaffice Transport |
VG lrteroffice Transport- Zona 1 - Lrban First Mile - Install ** HC* * HC™ * OHC ™ H 6.45 $ BEY $ 2.93
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Disconnect " HC™ * HC™ $ 260 § 0.90
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Instalt = HC *OHCT™ * HC™ 3 7.27 $ 869 3§ 2.93
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VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Disconnect ™ HG* ™ OHC $ 260 % 0.90
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Install * HC ™ = HC*™ " HC** 3 7.23 3 869 § 2,93
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Disconnect * HC** = HC* % 280 % 0.90
VG interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Install * HC* = HC* = HC*™ 3 6.35 $ 869 § 2.93
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Disconnect * HC*" OHC % 280 % 0.90
VG Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Install ** HC* = HC** * HC* 3 7.05 $ 869 § 293
VG Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Disconnect = HC* ™ HC*™ $ 260 $ .90
WG Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban Add'l Mile *»* HC** None None $ 0.00 None None

VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add'l Mite * HC* Naona None $ Q.08 None None

VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Add'l Mile * HC™ None None $ 0.15 None None

VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield Add'T Mile e HC* None None $ 0.00 None None

WG Interoffice Transport - Interzone Add'l Mile wOHC None None $ 0.03 None None

03 Interoffice Transport- Zone t - Urban First Mile - Install " HG " ** HC = HC* $ 555,45 $ 17297 § 38.72
QOC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Disconnect ™ HC * HC $ 279 % 1.14
0C3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Install * HC* * HC* = HC™ $ 1.377.76 |1 17297 § 38.72
U2 intergffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mite - Disconnect ** HC* »* HC*™ 3 279 § 1.14
0OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Install Nong * HC* ** HC* None $ 17297 % 3872
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Disconnect " HC™ * HC*™ $ 279 §$ 1.14
0C3 interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Install  HC* = HC™ *OHC ™ $ 327.53 % 17297 % 38.72
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Disconnect * HC** = HC*™ $ 279 % 1.14
0C3 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Install * HC* * HC* *»* HC ™ ] 1,009.15 3 17297 % 38.72
0C3 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Disconnect * HC* * HC™ 3 279 § 1.14
0OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban Add'l Mile * HC™ None None $ 5.49 None None

0OC3 Interoffice Transpost- Zone 2 - Suburban Add' Mile ™ HC* None Nona $ 86.37 None None

0C3 Interoffice Trangport- Zone 3 - Rural Add1 Mile None None Nonga None None None

0OC3 Interoffice Transport - Zone 4 - Springfietd Add' Mile *OHC None None % 1.27 None MNone

0C3 Interoffice Transport - Interzane Add'l Mile ** HC* None None $ 18.90 None None
0C12 Interoffice Trangport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Install = HC* * HC* * HC $ 1,640.24 % 17297 § 38.72
0QC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Disconnect * HC* * HG™ $ 279 § 1.14
QC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Install None * HC ™ HC™ Mone $ 17297 $ 38.72
0C12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Disconnect * HC* ™ HC*™ $ 273 § 1.14
0CA2 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - tnstall MNane - HG* * HC™ None $ 17297 $ 38.72
0C12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Disconnect * HC™ " HC*™ $ 279 § 1.14
OC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Install NG = HC* = HC % 761.74 $ 17297 % 38.72
0C12 interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Disconnect * OHC* * HC*™ $ 279 % 1.14
OC12 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Install * HC* ** HC*™ ™ HC T $ 2,438.37 $ 17297 % 38.72
0C12 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Disconnect * HC* ™ HC* $ 279 § 1.14
0C12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1+ Urban Add'l Mite * HC* None None $ 18.10 None None
OC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add'l Mite None None None None None None
0C12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Add'l Mile Nong None Mone Mone None None
0C12 Interoffice Transport - Zone 4 - Springfield Add'l Mile ** HC* Mone Nong $ 5.09 None More
0C12 Interoffice Transport - Interzone Add'l Mile = HC* None None 5 23.31 None None
QC48 Intercffice Transpori- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile ICB ICB ICB ICB ICB ICB

0C48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile iICB ICB ICB Ice ICB iCB

OC48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile ICB 1ce ICB ICB ICB ICB

OCA48 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile ICB ICB ICB ICB ICB iCB

QOCA48 Interoffice Transpori- Zona 1 - Urban AddT Mile ICB ICB ICB ICB ICB ICB

OC48 Intercffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add'l Mite ICB [¢=) ICB 1c8 1CB IC8

0C48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Addt Mile ICB iCB IcB ICB ICB ICB

OC48 Inferoffice Transport - Inferzone Add'l Mile ICB ICB ICB ICB 1CB 1CB




Dedicated Transport Cross Connect (All Zones)
Voice Grade 2 Wire - Install
Voice Grade 2 Wire - Disconnect
Voice Grade 4 Wire - Install
Voice Grade 4 Wire - Disconnect
G54 with test equipment - Install
DS1 with test equipment - Disconnect
0OC3 - Install
QC3 - Disconnett
0OC12 - Install
QC12 - Disconnect
0C48 - Install
QC48 - Disconnect

Digital Cross-Connect System {DCS) for all Zones
DS0 DCS Port - Install
DS0 DCS Port - Disconnect
PS1 DCS Port - Install
DSt DCS Port - Disconnect
D383 DCS Port - Instatt
DS$3 DCS Port - Disconnect
DCS Establishment - Install
DCS Establishment - Disconnect
Database Modification - Install
Datahase Modification - Disconnect
Reconfiguration Charge - Install
Reconfiguration Charge - Disconngct

Multiplexing for all Zones

DS-1 to Voice Grade - Install
DS-1 ta Voice Grade - Disconnect
DS-3 to DS-1 - Install

DS-3 to DS-1 - Disconnect

0C-3 to B4 DS1 - Install

QC-3 {0 B4 D51 - Disconnect
OC-3 to 3 D83 - Install

OC-3 to 3083 - Disconnect
QC-1210 12 D83 - Instali

0OC-12 to 12 DS3 - Disconnect
0OC-12 10 4 OC3/CC3-¢ - Install
0C-12 to 4 OC3/OC3-¢ - Disconnect

$S7 Links - Cross Connect
STP to Collo Cage - DS0 {Zones 1,2,3&4) - Install
STP to Colle Cage - DSO (Zones 1,2,384} - Disconnect
STP to Collo Cage - DS1(Zones 1,2,3 & 4} - Install
STP to Collo Cage - DS1{Zones 1,2,3 & 4) - Disconnect
STP to SWBT TDF - DSO0 - Install
STP to SWBT TDF - DS0 - Disconnect
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66.98
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11.45
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STP to SWBT DSX Frame - DS1 - Install = OHC* * HC* * HC* $ 85.47 $ 151.31 $ 143.97
STP to SWBT DSX Frame - DS1 - Disconnect - HG* OHC $ 15980 % 1145
STP Port
Monthly STP Port Cost, per Port TO-97-40 ] 480.61
STP Port Termination, Cost per Port TO-97-40 TO-97-40 § 217.14 None
Signaling Point Code, Cost per STP Pair TO-57-40 TO-97-40 $ - None
Giebal Title Translation, Cost per STP Pair TO-97-40 TO-97-40 3 - None
8§87 Transport
$S7 Transpart, Cost per Octet TO-97-40 $ 0.0000007
STP Access Link 56 Kbps per Link ** HC™ None None $ 6.64 None None
STP Access Link 56 Kbps per mile * OHC ™ None None $ 0.01 None None
STP Access Connection 1.544 Mbps - Fixed * HC* None Nore $ 21.79 Nane None
STP Access Connection 1.544 Mbps - per mile * HC™ None None 3 G189 None None
Line Infarmation Database - Vatidation, OLNS and CNAM
LIDB Validation Query *OHC ™ None None
-Total SLEUTH Cost Per Query * HC™ Nane Nane
-Total SMS Cost Per Query ™ HC*™ None Nane
LIDB OLNS Validation Query * HC*™ None None
CHNAM Validation Query OHG None None
LIDB Validation Query $ 0013175 None None
CNAM Vatlidation Query §  0.000564 None None
OLNS Validation Query $ 0000815 None None
Query Transport (LID8, CNAM, OLNS} TOQ-97-40 $  0.000005 None None
Service Order Charge T0-97-40 $ 108.55
Manual Service Order Type Charges - Unbundled Elements
MNew Simple None * HC™ None None 3 12.31 None
Mew Complex None » HG MNone None $ 73.43 None
Change Simple None ™ HC** None None H 4.82 Nore
Change Complex None * HO* None None $ 73.43 None
Record Simple None * HC™ None None $ 6.16 None
Record Complex None * HC* None None $ 6.16 Nore
Disconnect Simpte None ¥ HC ™ None None $ 5.21 None
Disconnect Complex None  OHC ™ None None % 28.75 None
Suspend Simple MNone ** HC* None None H 247 None
Suspend Complex None *OHC None None 3 247 None
Restore Simple None * HC* None MNone $ 2.47 None
Restore Complex None ** HC* None None $ 247 None
Expedited Simple None *» HC™ None None $ 12.36 None
Expedited Complex None ™ HC* None None 3 12.36 Nong
Due Date Change Simple None * HC* None MNone $ 4.12 None
Due Date Change Complex Hone * HC™ None Nene $ 4.12 Nona
Cancellation Simple None ** HC* None None $ 4.12 None
Cancellation Complex None * HC* None None $ 412 Nonge
Electronic - UNE Service Order Typa Charges
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Electronic - UNE Service Order None * OHC** None None $ 2.86 None
Suspend Simple None ™ HC* Nane None $ 0.12 None
Suspend Complex None " HC* None None $ 0.12 None
Restore Simple None *OHC None None $ 0.12 None
Restore Complex None * HC™ None Nene $ 0.12 None
Expedited Simple None * HC™ None None 3 6.31 Nong
Expedited Complex None *OHC ™ None None $ 6.31 None
Due Date Change Simple None * OHC ™ Nane None $ 2.1 None
Cue Date Change Complex None ™ HC** MNone None 3 21 None

Canceilation Simple Nane * HC*™ None None § 211 Noneg
Canceflation Complex None * HC™ None None 3 2.1 None
UNE-P Migration Service Order And Provising Cost

Manual UNE-P POTS Migration, per LSR Nane * HC ™ None None 3 37.38 None

Manual UNE-F Nan-PQTS Migration, per LSR None * HC*™ Nene None 3 176.96 Nane

Electronic LINE-P Migration (POTS), per LSR None * HC*™ Naone None H 1,03 Nona

Electronic UNE-P Migration (Non-POTS), per LSR None ™ HC* None MNone $ 157.13 Nong

Miscellaneous
Performance Data ICB ICB
Special Request Processing ICB ICB
Dark Fiber
Dark fiber to Coflo Cross-Connect {Loop/Subloop) - Install *»* OHG ™ = HC*™ None § 0.86 $ 23.96 None
Dark fiber to Collo Cross-Connect (Loop/Subloop) - Disconnect ™ HC*™ Mone 5 24 60 Nong
NXX Migration per NXX None ™ HC*™ None None 5 10,736.08 None
LSP Complex Service Conversion - Resale $ £4.29 MNone
LSP Simple Service Conversion - Resale $ 5.00 None




ATTACHMENT 3




ATAT Resultant Rates From Commission SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results Ordered Cost Results .
UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l Recurring | NRC 1st NRC Add'l
Loop Cross Connects (with testing unless otherwise noted) ]
Loop to Multiplexer - 4-Wire [nstall $ 1417 | § 87.295% 69.41 ] 1495 | § 9284 | 8 73.82
Loop lo Multiplexer - 4-Wire Disconnect § 13.86 | § 1140 | $ 14751 § 12.13 |
Analog Loop to DCS 2W - Install $ 027 | % B487 | 5 66.98| | % . 028§ 9025 % 7124
Analog Loop to DCS 2W - Disconnect $ 1144 | § 8.98 $ 124718 955
Analog Loop to DCS 4W - Install $ 053|% 8729 § 69.41 $ 0.56 1 % 92.84 | $ 73.82
Analog Loop to DCS 4W - Disconnect $ 13.86 | § 11.40 $ 14.75 ] § 1213
Digital Loop to DCS 2W - install $ 027 | § 8726 % 70.56 $ 0.28 | § 92.80 | § 75.04
Digital Loop to DCS 2W - Disconnect 3 11.44 ( § §.98 % 1247 (% 15.37
Oigital Loop to DCS 4W - install/Disconnect $ 5.00 1§ 60.04 | $ 41.06 TO-97-40 Rates | TO-97-40 Rates | TO-97-40 Rates
Digital Loop to DCS 4W - Disconnect (no separate disconnect rate in 97-40) TO-97-40 Rales | TO-97-40 Rales
Analog Loop to Switch Port - Install None $ 2477 | § 18.70 None $ 2634 | % 19.88
Analog Loop to Switch Port - Disconnect | 5 6.37 | § 4.04 $ 6.78 | § 4.29
Digital Loop to Switch Port 2W - Install None $ 21.12 | § 15.05 | | None $ 2246 | § 16.01
Digital Loop to Switch Port 2W - Disconnect $ 1215 | § 4.04 $ 1292 | % 10.43
Digital Loop to Switch Port 4W - Install $ t] 15323 § 132.55 3 1495 % 16943 | 3 147.44
Digital Loop to Swilch Port 4W - Disconnect § $ 10.84 $ 20151 § 17.66 |
DS3 Loop Crossconnect - Install § $ 8 42.90 TQ-97-40 Rates | 10-97-40 Rales | TO-97-40 Rates
| “l———_* ;
Subloop Cross Connect ]
Feeder
2-Wire Analog Zone 1 None Withdrawn in 438 None Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 2 None Withdrawn in 438 None Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 3 None | Withdrawn in 438 None Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 4 None | Withdrawn in 438 None Withdrawn in 438
4-Wire Analog Sub-Loop None | Withdrawn in 438 None Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire DSL Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 | WNone Withdrawn in 438
I47-Wire DSL Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 433 ! None Wilthdrawn in 438
2-Wire ISDN Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 B None Withdrawn in 438
DS1 Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 | None Withdrawn in 438 |
Distribution 1
2-Wire Analog Zone 1 None Withdrawn in 438 None Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 2 None Withdrawn in 438 r_&i None Withdrawn in 438
[2;V\.iire Analog Zane 3 . None Withdrawn in 438 ] None Withdrawn in 438
2-Wire Analog Zone 4 None Withdrawn in 438 ] None Withdrawn in 438 T
4-Wire Analog Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 | None Withdrawn in 438
2-wire DSL Sub-Loop ‘None Withdrawn in 438 | None Withdrawn in 438 T
4-Wire DSL Sub-Loop None Withdrawn in 438 | None Withdrawnin 438 e
: J ! T
UNE-Customized Routing " [ 1 i il - T
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ATS&T Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

SWRBT Resultant Rates From Commission

Ordered Cost Results

UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l_ |
Customized Routing Per Originating Query $ 0.004022 $ 0.004298 o
CLEC order for Customized Routing per switch None $ 6.43 None Nane $ 6.85 None
Setup MARCH RPM and AIN Tables per CLEC per switch None $ 78.78 None None $ 83.76 None

PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ESS None $ 127.58 None None $ 135.82 None
Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS100 Nona $ 103.27 None None $ 109.94 None
PLEXAR Line Translations for all technologies per 5 stations None $ 0.58 None None $ 0.60 None

POTS
POTS Translations per SESS office None $ 24.29 None None % 25.87 Naone
POTS Translations per DMS100 office None $ 130.00 None None % 138.41 None
POTS Line Translations for all technologies per line None $ 0.29 None None $ 0.30 None

DID
Translations per 1st DID number - 5ESS None $ 24.29 None None | % 25.87 None
Translations per Addl. DID number - 5ESS None 5 12.13 None None $ 12.94 None
Translations per 1st DID number - DMS100 None $ 8.50 None None 3 9.06 None
Transiations per Addi. DID number - DMS100 Nene $ 4.85 None None 3 5.18 None

SHARED COST FOR ALL AIN SERVICES '

AN setup translations per office - SESS None 3 4252 None None $ 45.28 None
AIN setup translations per office - DMS100 None $ 352.34 None None $ 375.11 None

PLEXAR
PLEXAR AIN setup translations per office - DM$100 None 3 352.34 None None 3 375.11 None
NONRECURRING COST - DISCONNECT
CLEC order for Customized Routing per switch Noene $ 6.43 None None $ 6.85 None

PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ESS None $ 42.52 None Nona $ 45.28 None
Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS100 None $ 103.27 None None $ 109.94 None
PLEXAR Line Translations for all technologies per 5 stations None $ 0.58 None None $ 0.60 None

POTS
POTS Translations per SESS office None $ 24.29 None None ] 25.87 None
POTS Translations per DMS100 office None $ 430.00 None None $ 138.41 None
POTS Line Translations for ali technologies per line None $ 0.30 None None % 0.30 None

DID
Translations per 1st DID number - SESS Mone % 1243 None None $ 12.94 None
Translations per Addl. DID number - 5ESS None 5 12.13 None None $ 12.94 None
Translations per 1st DID number - DMS100 None $ 8.51 None None $ 9.06 None
Translations per Addl. DID number - DMS100 None $ 4.85 None None 3 5.18 None

RESALE-Customized Routing
Customized Routing Per Originating Query 3 0.003719 % 0.003912

"TCLEC order for Customized Routing per swilch None $ 6.43 None None $ 6.85 None

PLEXAR . -
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ESS None $ 279.42 None None i 29753|  None
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ATE&T Resultant Rates From Commission

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission

Ordered Cost Results Qrdered Cost Results
UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l
Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS100 None $ 103.27 None None § 109.94 None |
POTS
POTS Translations per 5SS office None b 42.51 None None $ 45.29 None
PQOTS Translations per DMS100 office None 3 69.26 None None 3 73.73 None
NONRECURRING COST - DISCONNECT
CLEC order for Customized Routing per switch None $ 6.43 Nane None $ 6.85 Nong
PLEXAR
Translations per Plexar Customer - 5ESS None $ 151.82 None None $ 161.70 None
Translations per Plexar Customer - DMS100 Naone $ 103.27 None None $ 109.94 None
POTS
POTS Translations per SESS office None 3 42.51 None None $ 45.29 None
POTS Translations per DMS100 office None $ 69.26 None None $ 73.73 None
Feature Activation per Analog Port Type
Cail Waiting MNona $ 0.04 Nane None $0.00 Nene
Call Forwarding Variable None ] 0.04 Nane None $0.00 None
Call Forwarding Busy Line None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Call Forwarding Don't Answer None 3 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Three-Way Calling MNone 3 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Speed Calling 8 None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Speed Calling 30 None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Auto Callback/Auto Redia) None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Distinctive Ring/Priority Call None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Selective Call Rejection/Call Blocker Nong $ 0.04 Nona None : $0.00 None
Auto Recall/Call Return None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 Nane
Selective Call Forwarding Nong $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Calling # Delivery None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
CNAM Delivery None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Calling Number/Name Blocking None $ 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Anonymous Call Rejection Nons § 0.04 None None $0.00 None
Feature Activation per Analog Arrangement .
Personalized Ring None $ 0.24 None None 3 D.21 None
Hunting Arrangement None $ 0.33 None None % 0.30 None
Feature Activation per Successful Occurrence
Call Trace (per feature per port} - Connect None $ 0.29 None None 3 0.30 None
Call Trace (per fealure per port} - Disconnect None § 0.29 Nong None 5 0.30 None
Call Trace {per successlul occurrence per port) None $ 349 None None $ 371  None |
ISDN BR! Port Features T o — - |
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AT&T Resultant Rates From Commission

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission

Ordered Cost Results Ordered Cost Results
UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st [ NRC Add'l Recurting [ NRC1st | NRC Add'l
CSV/CSD per B channel - Connect Nong $ 0.58 None None $ 0.60 None
CS8V/CSD per B channel - Disconnect None 3 0.58 None None $ 0.60 None
Basic EKTS per B channel - Connect None 3 0.58 Nonas None $ 0.60 None
Basic EKTS per B channel - Disconnect None 3 - 0.58 None None $ 0.60 None
CACH EKTS per B channel - Connect None $ 0.58 None None $ 0.60 Neone
CACH EKTS per B channel - Disconnect None $ 0.58 Hone None $ 0.60 Nong
ISDN PRI Port Features e |
Backup D Channel - Connect None 3 33811 MNone None $ 35.78 None
Backup D Channel - Disconnect None $ 30.22 None None $ 33.92 Nong
CNAM Delivery - Connect None $ 14.66 None Nong $ 15.60 None
CNAM Delivery - Disconnect None $ 14.66 MNone None $ 15.60 None
Dynamic Channel Allocation - Connect None $ 41.88 None None $ 44,58 None
Dynamic Channel Allocation - Disconnect None $ 30.22 None | None $ 32.15 None
Analog D/D Number Blocks
10 Number DID Number Block None $ 12365/ % 5.60 None T2A Rate T2A Rate
100 Number DID Number Block $ 13021 8 11.23
LI'JS1 Digital DID Number Blocks
10 Number DID Number Block None $ 123.65| § 5.60 None T2A Rate T2A Rate
100 Numper DID Number Block 3 13021} $ 11.23
Centrex-like System Charges ]
System Establishment per serving office - Analog Only - Connect None $ 443.51 None None $ 471.75 None
Syslem Establishment per serving office - Analog Only - Disconnect None $ 115.22 None None $ 122.55 None
System Establishment per serving office - Analog/ISDN BRI Mix - Connect None - 443.51 Mone Mone % AT1.75 None
System Establishment per serving office - Analog/ISDN BRI Mix - Disconnect None $ 115.22 None None 5 122.55 None
System Establishment per serving office - [ISDN BRI Only - Connect None § 443.51 None None $ 471.75 None
System Establishment per serving office - ISDN BRI Qnly - Disconnect None § 115,22 None None $ 122.55 None
System Subsgnt Conversion per serving office - Add Analog to existing ISDN BR| [»
only system None $ - None None $ - None
System Subsgnt Conversion per serving office - Add ISDN to existing Analog onl
system None $ - None None 5 - None
Analog Port Features i
Standard feature initialization per analog port None $ 1.19 ~None None 5 1.26 None |
Auto Callback Calling/Business Group Callback None $ 119 None None 3 1.26 | None
Call Forwarding Variable/ Business Group Call Forwarding Variable None $ 1.19 Nane ~ None 3 128)  None
Call Forwarding Busy Line e . None $ 1.19 None  None $ 126 None |
Call Forwarding Don't Answer None $ 1.19 None None $ 12617 None |
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AT&T Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'! Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l
Call Hold None 5 1.19 None None $ 1261  None
Cail Pickup None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Transfer - All Calls None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Waiting - intragroup/Business Call Forwarding Var. None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Waiting - Ong. None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Waiting - Term. NMone 3 118 Nona None $ 1.26 None |
Class of Service Restr. - Fuily None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Class of Service Restr, - Semi None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Class of Service Restr. - Toll None 3 1.19 None None $ 1.26 Nong
Consult. Hold None $ 1.19 None Norne $ 1.26 None
Diat Call Waiting None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Directed Call Pickup - Non Barge in Neone 3 1.19 None None 3 1.26 None
Directed Call Pickup - With Barge in None 3 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Distinctive Ring and Call Waiting Tone None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Hunting Arrgmt - Basic None $ 3.48 Nane Nane $ 3.70 None
Hunting Arrgmt - Ciscular None $ 3.48 None None $ 3.70 None
Speed Calling Personal None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Three Way Calling None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Voice/Data Protection None $ 1.19 None None ] 1.26 Naone

ISDN (BRI} Port Features
Standard feature initialization per ISDN BRI port None 3 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Add1 Call Offering for CSV None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Cali Forwarding Busy Line None % 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Forwarding Don't Answer None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Forwarding Variable None S 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Hold None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Call Pickup None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Calt Transfer - All Calls None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 Nane
Class of Service Restr. - Fully None $ 1.19 Nane None $ 1.26 None
Class of Service Restr, - Semi None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Class of Service Restr, - Toll None 3 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Consult. Hold None $ 1.19 None None 5 1.26 None
Dial Calt Waiting None $ 1.19 hNone None % 1.26 None
Directed Call Pickup - Non Barge in None $ 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Directed Call Pickup - With Barge in None 3 1.18 None None 3 1.26 None
Distinctive Ringing None 3 1.19 None None $ 1.26 None
Hunling Arrgmt - Basic None $ 3.48 None None § 3.70 Nane
Hunting Arrgmt - Circular None $ 3.48 Hone Nong $ 370 None
Speed Calling Personal None $ 1.19 None None 3 1.26 None
Three Way Calling Nona 3 1.19 None None $ " T 126| None
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AT&T Resultant Rates From Commission SWRBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Resuits Ordered Cost Results o
UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add’'l | | Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'
Dedicated Transport - Entrance Facilities
DS1 Entrance Facilities
Zone 1 - Install $ 68.65| % 24738 % 124.56 $ 7237 | § 27234 | § 132.46_
Zone 1 - Disconnect 3 107.23 | $ 16.99 $ 123.31 | % 18.07
Zone 2 - Install $ 7019/ % 24738 | % 124.56 $ 7400 | % 27234 | % 132.46
Zone 2 - Disconnect $ 107.23 | § 16.99 5 123311 % 18.07
Zone 3 - Install $ 7354 |8 247.38 | § 124.56 $ 7752 | § 27234 | % 132.46
Zone 3 - Disconnect $ 107.231 % 16.99 3 123.31 | % 18.07
Zone 4 - Install 3 68931 % 24738 | & 124,56 $ 7266 | & 27234 | % 132.46
Zone 4 - Disconnect $ 107.23 | & 16.99 $ 12331 | $ 18.07
DS3 Entrance Facilities
Zone 1 - Install 5 15947 | $ 242521 % 90.46 3 168091 % 2671613 96.20
Zone 1 - Disconnect $ 129.75 | § 28.14 $ 147.26 | § 36.55
Zone 2 - Install $ 175.16 | § 242521 % 90.46 $ 18463 | § 267.16 | $ 96.20
Zone 2 - Disconnect $ 12075 § 28.14 $ 14726 | $ 36.55
Zone 3 - Install $ 25525 | § 24252 | § 90.46 $ 269.08 | § 26716 | § 96.20
Zone 3 - Disconnect 3 129.75| § 28.14 $ 14726 | $ 36.55
Zone 4 - Instali ‘5 16042 § 242521 % 90.48 $ 169.09 | § 26716 | § 96.20
Zone 4 - Disconnect $ 129075 | § 28.14 5 14726 | § 36.55
QC3 Entrance Facilities .
Zone 1 - instali $ 38130 % 273.38( % 112.05 $ 401911 % 299981 % 119.17
Zone 1 - Disconnect $ 11854 | § 34.35 $ 155211 % 56.41
Zone 2 - Install $ 413581 % 273.38 | % 112.05 $ 43598 | § 299908 | % 119.17
Zone 2 - Disconnect g 11854 | § 34.35 () 1552118 56.41
Zone 3 - Install $ 483.87 | 3 27338 8 112.05 3 51017 | § 29598 | § 119.17
Zone 3 - Disconnect $ 118.54 | § 34.35 . g 15521 § 56.41
Zone 4 - Install % 387.14 | § 273381 % 112.05 $ 408.06 [ § 299.98 | 3 119.17
Zone 4 - Disconnect $ 11854 | § 34.35 S 155211 § 56.41
OC12 Entrance Facilities '
Zone 1 - Install $ 1228731 % 27336 % 112.05 $ 1,29513 ) % 20958 % 119.17
Zone 1 - Disconnect $ 11854 % 34.35 $ 155.21 | § 56.41
Zone 2 - Install $ 1,261.01§ 37338 | § 11205 | § 132919 % 299.98 [ 5 119.17
Zone 2 - Disconnect $ 11854 | § 34.35 % 15621 § 56.41
Zone 3 - Install $ 1,331.30 | § 27338 § 11205 | § 140338 % 29998 | § 119.17
Zone 3 - Disconnect $ 11854 | § 34.35 $ 15521 | § 56.41
Zone 4 - Install $ 123457 | § 27338 | § 11205 | | $ 1,301.28| § 299.081 § 119.47
Zone 4 - Disconnect $ 118.54 | § 34.35 $ 155211 § 56.41
Dedicated Transport - Interoffice Transport T
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Instalt 3 645 % B69|§ 293 | |§ 6818 9248 T 309
VG Interoffice Transpert- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Disconnect $ 2608 0.90 | 5 278 % T Toes
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ATA&T Resultant Rates From Commission

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission

Ordered Cost Results Ordered Cost Results
UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st | NRC Add'I Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Install k3 T27'% 869 § 293 $ 76759 924 % 3.09
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Disconnect $ 260§ 0.90 $ 278!% 0.95
| VG Interoffice Transpon- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Instail $ 72315 B69 | § 2,93 $ 762 % 924 % 3.09
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Disconnect 3 260|% 0.90 $ 278§ 0.95
VG Interaffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Install % 635]% B.69 | § 2.93 $ 6.691% 924 % 3.09
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Disconnect $ 260§ 0.90 $ 278§ 0.95
VG Interoffice Transport- lnterzone First Mile - Install $ 7051 % 869§ 2.93 $ 7438 924 % 3.09
VG Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Disconnect $ 260|% 0.90 $ 27818 0.95
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban Add'l Mile $ 0.003325 | None None $ 0.003490 None None
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add'l Mile $ 0.076466 | None None 1% 0.080268 None None
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Add'l Mile $ 0.154040 | None Nene $ 0.162862 None None
VG Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield Add'l Mile 3 0.001108 | None None $ 0.001163 None Nane
VG Interoffice Transport - Interzone Add't Mile 3 0.025488 | None None $ 0.026756 None ‘ None
OC3 Interofflice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Install $ 555.45 | § 172.97 | § 38.72 $ 58547 | § 18364 | § 4112
QC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Disconnect 3 279 | $ 1.14 3 295 (8% 1.21
QOC3 interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Install $ 137776 | § 17297 | $ 38.72 $ 145225 % 183.64 | § 4112
QC3 Interoffice Transport- Zong 2 - Suburban First Mile - Disconnect $ 279 % 1.14 $ 295 (% 1.21
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Instali None $ 17297 | § 38.72 None § 183.64 | § 4112
QC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Disconnect $ 279] % 1.14 $ 295|% 1.21
QOC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Install $ 32753 | § 17297 | § 38.72 5 34522 | 5 183.64 | § 41.12
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Disconnect $ 279 % 1.14 $ 29518 1.21
OC3 interoffice Transpon- interzone First Mile - Install 3 1,008.15| § 17297 | $ - 38.72 $ 1,063.67 | % 18364 | $ 4112
QC3 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Disconnect $ 279 % 1.14 $ 2,95 % 1.21
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban Addt Mile 3 5.49 | None None $ 5.79 None None
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add' Mile $ 86.37 | None None $ 91.11 None None
OC3 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Add' Mile None None None Nong None None
OC3 Interoffice Transport - Zone 4 - Springfield Add'l Mile $ 1.27 | None None 3 1.34 Nane Naone
0OC3 Interoffice Transport - interzone Addt Mile $ 18.90 | None None - $ 19.94 None None
0QC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Install s 1,640.24 | § 17297 | $ 38.72 $ 172883 | § 183.64 | § 4112
OC12 interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile - Disconnect $ 279\ % 1.14 $ 295 % i
F 0OC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Install None $ 17297 | § 38.72 None ] 183.64 | $ 41.12
OC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile - Disconnect $ 2791 % 1.14 $ 295|% 12
0C12 nterofiice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Install None $ 17297 | § 38.72 None $ 18364 | $ 41.12
QC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile - Disconnect 3 27918 1.14 ] 2951% 1.21
OC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Install $ 761.74 | $ 17297 | § 38.72 $ 80289 | % 18364 | $ 41,12
0OC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 4 - Springfield First Mile - Disconnect % 2791% 1.14 % 295§ T an
QC12 Interoifice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Install $ 2,438:37 | § 17297 | § 38.72 $ 2,570.09 | § 18364 |5 41.12
QC12 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile - Disconnect $ 2791 % 1.14 5 205 (3% i
0C12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban Add'l Mile $ 18.10 | None None $ 19.10 None ,,’iO”-e T
| OC12 Intercffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add’ Mile None None None | None ! None | None
QC12 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Add'l Mite None None None None None L None
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ATS&T Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

UNE/SERVICE ‘Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l
0C12 Interoffice Transport - Zone 4 - Springfield Add'l Mile $ 5.09 | None None $ 5.37 None None
0C12 Interoffice Transport - Interzone Add'l Mile $ 25.31 | None None $ 29.87 None None
OC48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban First Mile ICB ICB ICB IcB ICB ICB
OC48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban First Mile ICB IiCB ICB ICB ICB ICB
OC48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural First Mile ICB ICB " ICB ICB ICB KB |
0QC48 Interoffice Transport- Interzone First Mile ICB ICB 1CB ICB ICB ICB
0C48 Interofiice Transport- Zone 1 - Urban Add'l Mile ICB ICB IcB ICB ICB e |
QC48 interaffice Transport- Zone 2 - Suburban Add'l Mile icB ICB ice \ce ICB 18
QC48 Interoffice Transport- Zone 3 - Rural Add’l Mile ICB iCB ICB i{CB ICB ICB
QC48 Interoffice Transport - Interzone Add'l Mile ICB ICB ICB [[of:] ICB ICB

Dedicated Transport Cross Connect (All Zones)

Voice Grade 2 Wire - Install $ 0278 8487 | % 66.98 $ 300 % 90.25 | § 71.24

Voice Grade 2 Wire - Disconnect 3 11.43 | § 8.98 $ 14741 § 12.13

Voice Grade 4 Wire - install $ 053§ 8487 % 66.98 $ 510 | % 90.25 | $ 71.24

Voice Grade 4 Wire - Disconnect s 1143 | % 8.e8 % 1474 [ § 12.13
D31 with test equipment - Install 3 14.17 | § 94.67 | § 63.36; | $ 14.95! % 100.70 | § 67.39
DS1 with test equipment - Disconnect $ 2247 | § 18.80 $ 2389 | % 20.00
QC3 - Install $ 0.86 | § 150.38 | § 98.06 $ 091|$% 150.95| % 104.31
0OC3 - Disconnect $ 34.62|% 30.95 3 36.82 |3 32.92
OC12 - Install $ 0.86|% 150.38 | $ 98.06 $ 09115 15995 % 104,31
0C12 - Disconnect $ 3462|% 30.95 $ 3682 % 32.92
QC48 - install ICB ICB ICB ICB icCB ICB
0OC48 - Disconnect ICB ICB ICB ICB

Digital Cross-Connect System {(DCS) for all Zones
DS0 DCS Port - Install 3 745 % 19.11 | § 18.46 $ 785, % 2032 | % 19.65
0S50 DCS Port - Disconnect $ 6721% 6.07 $ 7.4 | & 6.46
DS1 DCS Port - Install $ 1443 | % 24931 % 24.30 $ 1522 | % 2652 |§ 25.85
DS1 DCS Port - Disconnect § 8.72 | § 6.07 $ 714 |8 6.46
DS3 DCS Port - Install $ 125.10 | § 2494 | % 24.30 s 131.86 (S 2652 | % 25.85
D33 DCS Port - Disconnect $ 671§ 6.07 3 714 § 6.46
DCS Establishment - Install None $ 2,144.01| % 1,868.28 None $ 2276711 | % 1,983.81
DCS Establishment - Disconnect $ 24596 | § 24596 $ 26153 | $ 261.53
Database Modification - Install MNone $ 108.35) § 109.35 None $ 116311 % 116.21
Database Modification - Disconnect None None None None
Reconfiguration Charge - Install None $ 0.09 None None [3 0.09 None
Reconfiguration Charge - Disconnect o None None None " None

Multiplexing for all Zones T

DS-1 to Voice Grade - Install [3 164.37 | § 8422 % 6699 | % 173.241 $ 8957 |5 7124
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AT&T Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l Recurring | NRC 1st NRC Add'l
DS-1 to Voice Grade - Disconnect $ 13221 % 1140 $ 1406 % 12.13 |
DS-3 to DS-1 - Install 3 404.12 | § 197.55| § 153.21 $ 42594 | $ 21010 [ § ~_162.947
DS-3 to DS-1 - Disconnect $ 4360 |5 31.45 $ 46.38 | § 33.46 |
0OC-3 to 84 DS1 - Install $ 556.22 | % 230.54 | § 186.09 5 586.26 | § 245251 % 197.96
OC-3 to 84 DS1 - Disconnect 3 92585 80.21 ) 3 98.54 | § 85.39
QC-3 to 3 DS3 - Install $ 39126 | § 165.54 | § 85.66 $ 41240 | § 176.08 | § BEIRE
OC-3 to 3 DS3 - Disconnect $ 58.69]% 46.32 $ 6243 § " 49.29
0C-12 10 12 DS3 - Install $ 591,10 | % 17945 | § 99.56 $ 623.03 | $ 19080 $ 105.93
QC-12 to 12 DS3 - Disconnect $ 7867 % 66.31 $ 83.721% 70.57
0C-12 to 4 QCIOC3-¢ - Install $ 50585 % 179.45 | § 99.56 $ 628.03 [ $ 22941 | % 131.53
0OC-12 to 4 OC3/QC3-c - Disconnect 3 7867 | § 66.31 $ 7126 | $ 58.11
557 Links - Cross Connect '
STP to Collo Cage - DS0 (Zones 1,2,384) - Install $ 76.68 | § 155.56 | § 147 .97 $ 8081 |§ 16547 % 157.37
STP te Colla Cage - DS (Zones 1,2,384) - Disconnect $ 1590 | % 11.45 $ 16.90 | $ 12.16
STP to Collo Cage - DS1(Zones 1,2,3 & 4) - Install $ 6547 | § 151315 143.97 5 69.01 % 160.94 | § 153.11
STP to Collo Cage - DS1{Zones 1,2,3 & 4) - Disconnect $ 1590 [ § 11.45 $ 16.90 | § 12.16
STP to SWBT TDF - DSO - install 5 76.68 | $ 155.56 | § 147.97 $ BO&1|$ 16547 | % 157.37
STP to SWEBT TDF - DS0 - Disconnect $ 1590 | $ 11.45 $ 1690 % 12.16
STP to SWBT DSX Frame - D81 - Instalt g 6547 | % 151211 % 143.97 $ 69.01 | % 160.94 | § 153.11
STP 10 SWBT DSX Frame - DSt - Disconnect $ 1590 | § 11.45 $ 16.80 | $ 12,16
STP Port
Monthiy STP Port Cost, per Port $ 480.61 TO-87-40 Rates
STP Port Termination, Cost per Port $ 217.14 None TO-97-40 Rates | TO-97-40 Rates
Signaling Point Code, Cost per STP Pair $ - None TO-97-40 Rates | TO-97-40 Rates
Global Title Translation, Cost per STP Pair 3 - None TO-97-40 Rates | TO-97-40 Rates
SS87 Transport
SS7 Transport, Cost per Octet 3 0.0000007 TO-97-40 Rates
STP Access Link 56 Kbps per Link 3 6.64 | None None $ 7.00]  None None
STP Access Link 56 Kbps per mile $ 0.01 | None None $ 0.012 None None
STP Access Connection 1.544 Mbps - Fixed $ 21.79 | None None $ 2287 None None
STP Access Connection 1.544 Mbps - per mile $ 0.19 | None None $ 0.198 None None
Line Information Database - Validation, OLNS and CNAM __{ o
LIDB Validation Query B T
-Total SLEUTH Cost Per Query j - B o
-Tatal SMS Cost Per Query R - B -
LIDB OLNS Validation Query 1 T
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ATA&T Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Restults

UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add’l Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l
CNAM Validation Query _
LIDB Validation Query $ 0.013175 | None None $ 0.013946 None " " None
CNAM Validation Query $ 0.000564 | None None $ 0.000863 None. None
OLNS Validation Query $ 0.000615 | None None 3 0.000916 None None
Query Transport (LIDB, CNAM, OLNS) $ 0.000005 | None None 3 0.000005 None None
Service Order Charge § 108.55 TO-97-40 Rates |
Manual Service Order Type Charges - Unbundled Elements
New Simple None $ 12.31 None None $ 13.06 None
New Complex None $ 73.43 None None $ 77.93 None
Change Simple None $ 4.82 None Noneg $ 512 None
Change Complex None $ 7343 | None None $ 77.93 None
Record Simple None $ 6.16 None None $ 6.54 None
Record Complex None 3 6.16 None None 3 6.54 * None
Disconnect Simple None $ 521 None None 3 5.53 None
Disconnect Complex None 3 26.75 None None $ 28.38 None
Suspend Simple None $ 2.47 None None 3 2.62 None
Suspend Compiex None 3 247 None None $ 262 None
Restore Simple None 3 247 None None $ 252 None
Restore Complex None $ 2.47 None None $ 2.62 None
Expedited Simple None $ 12.36 None None $ 13.11 None
Expedited Complex None 3 12.36 None None $ 13.1 None
Due Date Change Simple None $ 4,12 None None 3 4.37 None
Due Date Change Complex None $ 412 None None $ 4.37 None
Cancellation Simple None $ 4.12 None None $ 4.37 None
Cancellation Complex None $ 412 None None $ 4.37 None
Electronic - UNE Service Order Type Charges
Electronic - UNE Service Order None $ 2.86 None None $ 3.04 None
Suspend Simple None $ 0.12 None Nong $ 013 None
Suspend Complex None $ 0.12 None None $ 0.13 Nong
Restore Simple None 5 0.12 None None $ 0.13 None
Restore Complex Noneg $ 0.12 None None $ 0.13 None
Expedited Simple None $ 6.31 None None $ 5.69 None
Expedited Complex None $ 6.31 None None $ 6.69 None
Due Date Change Simple None $ 2.1 None None $ 2:23 None
Due Date Change Complex None $ 21 None None $ 2.23 None
Cancellation Simple None § 211 None None $ 223} None
Cancellation Complex None $ 211 None None 5 2231  None
UNE-P Migration Service Order And Provising Cost | B T
Manual UNE-P POTS Migration, per LSR None $ 37.38 | None None $ 3566 { © TNeme——
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AT&T Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

SWBT Resultant Rates From Commission
Ordered Cost Results

UNE/SERVICE Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add'l Recurring NRC 1st NRC Add’l |
Manual UNE-P Non-POTS Migration, per LSR None $ 176.96 None None $ 187.79 None
Electronic UNE-P Migration (POTS), per LSR None 3 1.03 None None $ 1.09 None
Electronic UNE-P Migration (Non-POTS), per LSR None $ 157.13 None None % 166.77 None

Miscellaneous

Performance Data ICB ICB
Special Request Processing ICB ICB
Dark Fiber
Dark fiber to Collo Cross-Connect (Loop/Subloop) - Install $ 086} % 23.96 None $ 091% 41.16 None
Dark fiber to Collo Cross-Connect {Loop/Subloop) - Disconnect 3 24.60 None $ 33.00 None

NXX Migration per NXX None $ 10,736.08 None None $ 11,541.61 Noneg

LSP Complex Service Conversion - Resale $ 54.29 | None

L.SP Simple Service Conversion - Resale $ 5.00 | None
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