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	Issue #
	Issue
	Appendix & Sections
	MCIm Language
	MCIm Position
	SBC Missouri  Language
	SBC Missouri Preliminary Position

	1
	SBC:  Should the Price Schedule contain a Footnote about the rates from previous MoPSC UNE Cost Dockets?
MCI:  Should SBC MO’s Footnote 1B, about the rates from previous PSC UNE Cost Dockets be included in the Agreement?
	Footnote 1B
	
	No.  Footnote 1B should not be included in the Agreement since it is not footnoting any rate line items.
	1B. Permanent TELRIC based rates from Final Missouri Commission order in TO-97-40 as ordered by the Missouri Commission in TO-2001-438
	SBC's footnote clarifies the source of the rates, and should be left in the price schedule for reference purposes.

	2
	Should the Price Schedule contain a footnote about the nature of price increases on certain items?

	Footnote *
	* - Previously negotiated rate increased by change in the cost of capital
	Yes.  The price schedule should include a footnote about the nature of price increases on certain items since it is the same footnote as in the PSC’s Order in TO-2005-0037 Revised Prices.
	See Price
	MCIm's proposed footnote clarifies nothing and should be struck from the price schedule.

	3
	SBC:  What are the appropriate rates for ISDN-BRI Loops?  
MCI What are the appropriate rates for ISDN-BRI and ISDN-PRI Loops?
	Lines 33-42
	See Price
	Since the MPSC ordered these rates in the AT&T arbitration (Case No. TO-97-40 and Case No. TO-97-67), these rates are the appropriate ISDN-BRI and ISDN-PRI loop rates.
	See Price.
	Two Wire Digital Loop cross connects are in fact ISDN-BRI capable.   That size of cross connect supports bandwidth up to 160 kilobits per second, which is the ISDN-BRI level of circuit.
Similarly, Four Wire Digitial Loop cross connects are in fact ISDN-PRI capable.   That size cross connect supports bandwidth up to 1.544 Megabits per second, which is the ISDN-PRI level of circuit.   MCIm has agreed to the price of 2W and 4W Digital Cross connects already, and thus does not need to restate these prices again specifically as to ISDN circuits.



	4
	SBC:  Should the DSL Capable Loops prices be included in the price list?  
MCI:  What are the appropriate rates for DSL Capable Loops and ISDL Capable Loops?
	Lines 44-78
	See Price
	The appropriate rates should be the Commission ordered forward-looking TELRIC cost based rate.
	See Price
	MCIm agreed in Appendix DSL section 11 that the rates for DSL capable loops would be contained in Appendix Pricing.  Now, in Appendix Pricing, MCI, offers no rates whatsoever for DSL capable loops, in an attempt to mask the fact that MCIm wants such DSL Loops for free.   Nothing in law or equity supports MCIm getting a entire loop type for free, and thus MCIm's strike of these rate elements fails to meet even a threshold for valid regulatory dispute.   As between no rate recovery, and some rate recovery, the latter should prevail.

  

	5
	What are the appropriate rates for Loop Qualifications for Mechanized, Manual and Detailed Manual?
Should MCIm have electronic access to relevant loop qualification data via SBC Missouri's OSS at no cost?
	Lines 80-86
Line 116
	See Price
	Since the MPSC ordered these rates in the Covad arbitration (Case No. TO-2000-322), these rates are the appropriate loop qualification rates.
	See Price
	MCIm agreed in Appendix DSL section 11 that the rates for all aspects of DSL loops would be contained in Appendix Pricing.  Now, in Appendix Pricing, MCI, offers a zero  rate for DSL qualifications, mechanized and manual, blatantly seeking such activity for free.   Nothing in law or equity supports MCIm getting the benefits of loop qualification without also bearing some cost, and thus MCIm's strike of these rate elements fails to meet the threshold for valid rate dispute.   As between no rate recovery, and some rate recovery, the latter should prevail.



	6
	What are the appropriate rates for DSL Conditioning Options?
	Lines 88-103
	
	MCI already agreed to these rates so there shouldn’t be any disputes.  This issue is resolved.
	
	MCIm agreed in Appendix DSL section 11 that the rates for DSL loop conditioning would be contained in Appendix Pricing.  Now, in Appendix Pricing, MCI, offers a zero  rate for DSL loop conditioning, blatantly seeking such conditioning for free.   Nothing in law or equity supports MCIm getting the benefits of loop conditioning without also bearing some cost, and thus MCIm's strike of these rate elements fails to meet even a threshold for valid rate dispute.   As between no rate recovery, and some rate recovery, the latter should prevail.



	7
	SBC:  What are the appropriate rates for DSL Shielded and Non-Shielded Cross Connects?
MCI:  What are the appropriate element description and rates for DSL Shielded and Non-Shielded Cross Connects?
	Lines 105-110
	See Price
	Since MCI’s element description and rates for Shielded Cross-Connects are from the MPSC’s Broadspan arbitration (Case No. TO-99-370), the MPSC should adopt MCI’s element description and rates for Shielded Cross-Connects.  With regards to Non-Shielded Cross Connects, MCI would like to propose the Non-Shielded Cross Connects from the AT&T arbitration.  However, since MCI cannot find this rate in the AT&T arbitration, MCI is proposing the rate of $0 as a place holder.
	See Price
	MCI insists upon a zero  rate for non-shielded cross connects, blatantly seeking such items for free. Nothing in law or equity supports MCIm getting the benefit of a cross connect without also bearing some cost, and thus MCIm's strike of these rate elements fails to meet even a threshold for valid rate dispute.   As between no rate recovery, and some rate recovery, the latter should always prevail.



	8
	Should there be a rate for line station transfer?
	Lines 112-115
	See Price
	No, the rate for line stations transfer should be $0.00 since SBC should have recovered this cost its’ line connection rate.  Allowing SBC to charge a rate for this service in addition to the line connection rate is allowing SBC to charge MCIm twice.
	See Price
	SBC Missouri is entitled to receive cost recovery for work it performs and the subsequent costs incurred by doing the work at MCIm's request.   SBC Missouri has offered to provide line and station transfers ("LSTs") in the maintenance phase in lieu of line conditioning requested after initial loop provisioning.  LSTs are frequently less costly to provide than loop conditioning both in terms of work involved and in long term impact to the network.  The LST charge listed is not intended to recover the costs associated with performing LSTs during the provisioning process for the loop.  Instead, the LST charge is only designed to recover costs associated with LSTs performed in response to a CLEC request for conditioning after the loop has been provisioned.

	9
	What are the appropriate rates for Loop Cross Connects?
	Lines 116-169
	See Price
	Since MCI’s Loop Cross Connects rates are from the current price list and MPSC’s order in TO-2005-0037, MCI’s Loop Cross Connect rates should be adopted.
	See Price
	Two Wire Digital Loop cross connects and Four Wire Digitial Loop cross connects are capable of supporting all of the Loop types that MCIm urges.   Those sizes of cross connects supports all of the levels of loops found in the loop section of the Price Schedule, and thus MCIm's duplicative items should be struck.



	10
	What are the appropriate rates for routine modifications? 
	Lines 269-270
	See Price
	The rate for routine modifications should be $0.00 since SBC should have recovered this cost.  Allowing SBC to charge a rate for this service in addition to the other rates is allowing SBC to charge MCIm twice.
	See Price
	Routine Network Modifications should be priced on an ICB basis to ensure that SBC Illinois recovers its costs. Contrary to MCI’s assertion, the costs of routine modifications are not reflected in the development of other rates and, therefore, are not recovered through those rates.  MCIm is not being charged twice.

	11
	 Agreed by SBC; 3-30-05.
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	SBC:  Should MCIm's proposed   rates for Dark Fiber to Collo Loop cross connects be included in the price schedule?
MCI:  Should MCIm’s proposed rates for Dark Fiber and Subloops be included in the price schedule?
	Lines 276-280
Lines 929-939
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	No, dark fiber is now limited only to Dedicated Transport under the new FCC rules, and thus no dark fiber Loop cross connects should be included in this ICA.


	13
	Should prices for Local Switching be included in the price schedule?
	Lines 282-286
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	SBC's proposal for the existing, embedded base of UNE-P End Users, which tracks precisely with the FCC rules from the TRO Remand, is tied to the rates and terms from the existing contract, not this new ICA.  Therefore no rates for embedded base UNE-P should be included in this Appendix Pricing.  

	14
	What are the appropriate prices for Resale Customized Routing?
	Lines 288-316
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.


	15
	Should the price schedule include prices for UNE Customized Routing?
	Lines 318-354
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.


	16
	Should the price schedule include prices for Ports and Port Features?
	Lines 357-376; Lines 378-394; Lines 396-403;

Lines 405-419;

Lines 421-427;

Lines 429-437

Lines 439-485 
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	SBC's proposal for the existing, embedded base of UNE-P End Users, which tracks precisely with the FCC rules from the TRO Remand, is tied to the rates and terms from the existing contract, not this new ICA.  Therefore no rates for embedded base ULS ports should be included in this Appendix Pricing.  

	17
	SBC:  Should the price schedule include charges for embedded base ULS- Tandem Switching, Blend Transport (per minute) And Common Transport (per minute)?
MCI:  Should the price schedule include elements and rates for Blend Transport?
	Lines 490-507
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposal for lines 487-488 and 497-507.  These line items are resolved.  MCI’s Blended Transport elements and rates should be included in the agreement because it is the current elements and rates.
	See Price
	SBC's proposal for the existing, embedded base of UNE-P and ULS End Users (which tracks precisely with the FCC rules from the TRO Remand) is tied to the rates and terms from the existing contract, not this new ICA.  Therefore no rates for embedded base ULS switching of any type should e included in this Appendix Pricing.  

	18
	SBC:  Should the price schedule include rates for any level of Entrance Facility?

MCI:  Is MCI entitled to obtain access to Entrance Facilities at cost-based rates for the purposes of interconnection?
	Lines 509 -561; 
	See Price. 
	Yes, the FCC’s rules require SBC MO to provide interconnection facilities at cost based rates.  Paragraph 140 of the TRRO reiterates this obligation with respect to Entrance Facility in particular.  Since MCI’s Entrance Facility rates are from the MPSC’s order in TO-2005-0037, MCI’s Entrance Facility rates should be adopted.
	See Price
	The FCC in its TRO Remand Order (as well as in the TRO itself) found that Entrance Facilities were not UNEs in any respect, and that ample alternatives were available to CLECs under ILEC Special Access or from Competitive Access Providers (CAPs).  The FCC therefore ruled that no UNE-based, TELRIC pricing of Entrance Facilities should occur.   MCIm nevertheless theorizes that Entrance Facilities are still needed for interconnection under section 251(a), without explaining why the FCC's finding as to alternatives does not also still apply in that context.   SBC therefore urges that all rates for Entrance Facilities be struck from this Appendix Pricing.

 

	19
	Should the price schedule include prices for Optical (OCn) level Dedicate Transport and OCn level Cross Connects?

	Lines 582- 619; Lines 629 - 634
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	The FCC in its TRO Remand Order confirmed the finding in the TRO that Optical level (OCn) Dedicated Transport are not UNEs in any respect, and that ample alternatives are available to CLECs under ILEC Special Access or from Competitive Access Providers (CAPs) to OCn level transport.  The FCC therefore ruled that no UNE-based, TELRIC pricing of OCn circuits should occur.   MCIm nevertheless theorizes that OCn level transport is still needed for interconnection under section 251(a), without explaining why the FCC's finding as to alternatives does not also still apply in that context.   SBC therefore urges that all rates for Optical level (OCn) transport and cross connects be struck from this Appendix Pricing.



	20
	Should the price schedule include prices for Digital Cross Connect System (DCS)?
	Lines 636-648
	See Price
	Yes, since MCI’s Digital Cross Connect System (DCS) rates are from the MPSC’s order in TO-2005-0037, MCI’s Digital Cross Connect System (DCS) rates should be adopted.
	See Price
	Digital Cross Connects are no longer subject to unbundling obligations under the FCC's TRO Remand Order and associated rules.  Therefore, SBC urges that these rates be struck from the ICA, and any access to Digital Cross Connects be left to commercial agreements or to SBC's state and federal access tariffs.

	21
	SBC:  Should the price schedule include prices for Standalone Multiplexing?
MCI:  Should the price schedule include prices for Optical (Ocn) level Multiplexing?
	Lines 658-665
	See Price
	Yes, since MCI’s Optical (Ocn) level Multiplexing rates are from the MPSC’s order in TO-2005-0037, MCI’s Optical (Ocn) level Multiplexing) rates should be adopted.
	See Price
	SBC contends that multiplexing is only offered in the context of a Dedicated Transport segment properly combined with a lower speed UNE Loop or Transport segment, and not as a standalone product.  Any references to Multiplexing alone could be misinterpreted as a standalone offer of muxing that has not been ordered by the FCC.  For example, if MCIm in its collocation space wished to link a DS1 Loop with DS3 Dedicated Transport, then MCIm would have to provide its own Multiplexing, and it could not seek standalone Multilplexing from SBC at TELRIC pricing by virtue of these line items on the Price Schedule.


	22
	Should the price schedule include SS7 prices for physical SS7 links, STP ports, and SS&-Cross Connects?
	Lines 667-678; Lines 680 - 687
	See Price
	Yes, since MCI’s SS7 links, STP ports, and SS7-Cross Connects rates are from the MPSC’s order in TO-2005-0037, MCI’s SS7 links, STP ports, and SS7-Cross Connects rates should be adopted.
	See Price
	The FCC's TRO Remand Order specifically left SS7 access as a per call function of the embedded base ULS and UNE-P through March 2006.  Any other access to SS7 is properly left to SBC's state and federal access tariffs, and is not properly the subject of a section 251/252 ICA.   If MCIm is not satisfied with the rates and terms for SS7 links under SBC's tariffs, it is always free to self-provision SS7 links or seek access through third party SS7 providers.


	23
	Should the price schedule include prices for the  Line Information Database (LIDB), Calling Name (CNAM) Database and associated rate elements?
	Line 688, 689;

Lines 690-694
	See Price
	Since these are the current query rates for Line Information Database (LIDB) and Calling Name (CNAM) Database, it should be included in the agreement.
	See Price
	The FCC's TRO Remand Order specifically left LIDB and CNAM  access as a per call function of the embedded base ULS and UNE-P through March 2006.  Any other access to LIDB is properly left to SBC's state and federal access tariffs, and should not be the subject of a section 251/252 ICA.   If MCIm is not satisified with the rates and terms for LIDB and CNAM under SBC's tariffs, it is always free to self-provision LIDB/CNAM or seek access through third party LIDB/CNAM providers.

	24
	Should the price schedule include rates for CNAM Bulk Downloads?


	Lines 696 - 699
	
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	
	MCIm’s request for a download of SBC’s CNAM information is of relevance only to MCI’m switch-based provisioning.  As the FCC has noted, MCIm has self-provisioned its own CNAM database and may also purchase additional database services from alternative providers, and thus is not impaired without bulk CNAM downloads from SBC.

MCIm has previously demanded bulk downloads of SBC’s CNAM Information from the FCC and state commissions, the vast majority of which have denied the request.  This state Commission should also reject MCIm’s request in keeping with the majority rule.

	25
	SBC:  What are the appropriate rates for OS/DA, including OS/DA Branding, and Rate Reference?
MCI:  Should SBC’s Non-Pub ENS rates be included in the Agreement?
	Lines 701- 712;

Lines 716 - 746;


	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	SBC in the past has been required to provide OS/DA at TELRIC prices, but the telecom industry has changed significantly since the past contract, and OS/DA price freedom should now be granted.  For starters, the FCC has ruled in both the UNE Remand Order and the Triennial Review Order that OS/DA services are not UNEs since  custom routing to alternative providers is widely available.  SBC in fact offers to custom route OSDA traffic as outlined in Appendix UNE and/or on its website "CLEC Online."  Moreover, the FCC found in both the UNE Remand Order and in the Subscriber Listing Order that significant wholesale OS/DA competition exists, saying in pertinent part:  "Even requesting carriers advocating the unbundling of operator and directory assistance services acknowledge that there exists a substantial number of alternative providers of operator and directory assistance services.  For example, AT&T, MCI, and Sprint have already established national operator services via toll-free numbers.  Metro One provides OS/DA service to Alltel and GST Telecom.  Cox and Omnipoint obtain OS/DA service from Teltrust, and Winstar obtains these services from Frontier.  Requesting carriers may also obtain OS/DA services and directory listings from numerous wholesale providers, including Century Tel Telecommunications, Clifton Forge, Consolidated Communications, Excell, Experian’s TEC Group, Frontier, HebCom, InfoNXX, Metro One, and Teltrust." (UNE Remand Order, 448.)



	26
	SBC:  Should the price schedule include rates for Directory Assistance Lising Information (DALI)?

MCI:  What are the appropriate rates for Directory Assistance Listing Information (DALI)?
	Llines 713 - 715 (SBC) 
Lines 756 - 757 (MCI)
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	MCIm urges rates for DALI listings that are far below SBC's costs and the FCC's presumptively reasonable rates of $.04 and $.06 per listing (initial load and update, respectively).  SBC urges a blended DALI rate of  $.05850 which tracks with the obligations imposed on all LECs in FCC Rule 51.217 and the Subscriber Listing Information Order.   MCIm's proposed reduction of these rates.


	27
	Should the price schedule include rates for Toll Free (800) Database?
	Lines 749-753
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See Price
	The FCC's TRO Remand Order specifically left Toll Free (800) Calling Database access as a per call function of the embedded base ULS and UNE-P through March 2006.  Any other access to 800 databases is properly left to SBC's state and federal access tariffs, and should not be the subject of a section 251/252 ICA.   If MCIm is not satisified with the rates and terms for 800 database access under SBC's tariffs, it is always free to self-provision 800 databases or seek access through third party 800 database providers.

	28
	Should the price schedule include OSS rates?  
	Lines 812-815
	See Price
	MCI withdraws its proposed language.  Therefore, this issue is resolved.
	See price.
	The Parties in the OSS Appendix agreed to not list separate non-recurring charges for establishment of OSS system access, which MCIm has long since established, and therefore no rate elements need show in Appendix Pricing.  (Adopting CLECs who are new entrants without OSS system access may be differently situated, and SBC state a reservation of rights in the OSS Appendix as to charging CLECs in those occasions).  

	29
	What are the appropriate Service Order Charges?
	Lines 817-873
	See Price
	Since MCI’s Service Order rates are from the MPSC’s order in TO-2005-0037, MCI’s Service Order rates should be adopted.
	See Price
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.



	30
	What are the appropriate Time and Material Charges, Nonproductive Dispatch Charges and Labor Rates?
	Lines 883-896
	See Price
	The appropriate rate is the Commission-ordered forward-looking rate.
	See Price
	MCIm first proposes setting these various labor rates on the quarter hour, when the statewide and industry standard billing increment has been the half hour.   MCIm then proposes no rate difference regardless of whether the labor is incurred in an overtime basis, on a weekend, or on a holiday, all of which are entitled to higher labor rates under the "overtime" or "premium" rates.   MCIm's labor rate proposal fails to capture any of these labor rate standards, and should be rejected.

	31
	SBC:  Should the price schedule include prices for Coordinated Hot Cuts?
MCI A:  What are the appropriate rates for Coordinated Hot Cuts?

MCI B:  Should the price schedule include SBC’s proposed prices for Batch Hot Cuts?


	Lines 898- 900 (MCI - Coordinated Hots Cuts);

See Lines 883-895 for SBC labor rates in connection with Coordinated Hot Cuts) 


	See Price
	The appropriate rates should be the Commission ordered forward-looking TELRIC cost-based rates.
	See Price
	MCI proposes rates for Coordinated Hot Cuts which is a labor-based process separate and apart from "Batch Hot Cuts."  The appropriate rates for CHC should be the "Additional Labor" or "Time and Materials" rates set forth in  FCC Tariff 73, which SBC has shown in this Appendix Price schedule at lines 883 -895.   SBC's labor costs are a function of the union labor contract, and are not appropriately calculated at TELRIC rates, especially when the CHC activity itself is voluntary and optional.



	32
	SBC:  Should the price schedule include a rate for presumed ISP-bound traffic as per FCC 01-131?
MCI:  What is the appropriate element description for ISP-bound traffic?
	Line1001
	See Price
	MCI can agree to the rate but not the element description.  MCI’s element description for ISP-Bound traffic should be included in the agreement because it is used in the agreement.
	See Price. 
	SBC's proposed rate for ISP traffic is straight from the FCC's rule, and should be included in the Price Schedule for those CLECs who wish to trade ISP traffic at the FCC-approved rate.

	33
	Should the price schedule include Transit Compensation?
	Lines 1053-1064
	See Price
	Yes, since these are the current transit rates, they should be included in the agremment.
	See Price.
	One of the  principal purposes of a Section 251 Interconnection Agreement is to set out the rates under which CLECs such as MCIm may obtain Section 251(c)(3) unbundled network elements (UNEs) and section 251(b)(5) reciprocal compensation.  Here, MCIm proposes rates for SBC to serve as the middleman in a transit traffic exchange between MCIm and other Third Parties.  Since such transit traffic is not a UNE under section 251(c) or reciprocal compensation under 251(b)(5), SBC is not obligated to negotiate the rate in this ICA.  SBC believes that transit traffic rates are more appropriately covered by state and federal tariff or by private commercial agreement.   At any rate, SBC does not agree that transit traffic should be included in this arbitration.   



	34
	Should the price schedule include INP rates for Remove and Direct?
	Lines 1071-1080
	See Price
	Since this is the current INP rates for Remove and Direct, it should be included in the agreement.
	See Price.
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.

	35
	What should be the price for an NXX migration?
	Lines 1088-89
	See Price
	Since this is the current NXX migration rate, it should be included in the agreement.
	See Price.
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.



	36
	Should the price schedule include a rate for the Local Disconnect Report?
	Line 1091
	See Price
	Since this is the current Local Disconnect Report rate, it should be included in the agreement.
	See Price.
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.



	37
	Should the price schedule include a Central Office Access Charge?
	Lines 1093-1095
	See Price
	Since this is the current Central Office Access rate, it should be included in the agreement.
	See Price. 
	SBC's proposed rates are current and should be adopted.



	38
	What are the appropriate Resale rates foe Electronic Billing Information Data (daily usage) per message, Simple conversion charge per billable number Electronic conversion orders per billable number, Complex conversion orders per billable number, SBC Missouri transmittal of CLEC end-user listing to 3rd party pub, per occurrence, per directory publisher
	Resale Tab – Lines 205-212
	See Price
	The appropriate rates should be the Commission-ordered rates
	SBC has not provided its input on this issue as of the time of filing.  But it is MCI’s understanding that SBC opposes MCI’s proposed language and is supporting the competing language identified in its column.
	

	39
	What are the appropriate Resale rates for OS/DA, including OS/DA Branding, and External Rater?
	Resale Tab –Lines 214-221
	See Price
	The appropriate rates should be the Commission-ordered rates.
	
	


Key:
Bold represents language proposed by SBC Missouri and opposed by MCIm.
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Underscore represents language proposed by MCIm and opposed by SBC Missouri. 
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