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	LINE SPLITTING
	Appendix XXX:
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	Line Splitting 1
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	Line Splitting 2

RESOLVED 04-20-05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line Splitting 3

RESOLVED 04-20-05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line Splitting 4

RESOLVED 04-20-05


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line Splitting 5
	What terms and conditions should apply for line splitting with a CLEC-owned switch?
	7.3
	7.3  Line Splitting with a CLEC-Owned Switch.  When provisioning an MCIm Line Splitting order for a standalone Loop where MCIm or a third party CLEC is providing switching, SBC MISSOURI shall use the same length of tie pairs and CFA assignments it uses for Line Splitting in conjunction with SBC MISSOURI provided switching plus an additional CLEC-to-CLEC connection and shall employ a basic installation “lift and lay” procedure, in which the SBC MISSOURI technician lifts the Loop from its existing termination in the applicable SBC MISSOURI Central Office and lays it on a new termination connection to MCIm’s or its Advanced Services Provider’s collocated equipment in the same Central Office utilizing the existing CFA.  When submitting an order for Line Splitting for a standalone Loop where MCIm or a third party CLEC is providing switching, MCIm or its Advanced Services Provider will provide, on the service order, the appropriate frame terminations that are dedicated to Splitters.  SBC MISSOURI will administer all cross connects/jumpers on the COSMIC/MDF and IDF.  
	MCIm’s proposed language should be included in the agreement because it details the technical process necessary to permit MCIm to combine a Line Split loop with MCIm’s own switching.  In light of the fact that SBC may soon not be ubiquitously available, :Line Splitting with a CLEC-owned Switch”  is an increasingly important service delivery method for competitive carriers.  Therefore, SBC’s proposal that MCIm and other CLECs await the outcome of a collaborative proceeding that may be months or years away when a simple solution is readily available amounts to little more than an anti-competitive ploy by the dominant carrier.

Lichtenberg Direct, pgs. 8-17
Lichtenberg Rebuttal, pgs. 7-11 
	7.3  For Line Splitting with a CLEC-Owned Switch, SBC will abide by the provisions outlined pursuant to Appendix xDSL of this Agreement, subject to the  outcome of any statewide collaboratives agreed upon changes in the SBC 13-State Line Splitting Collaborative or any applicable state commission collaborative or the Change Management Process, as set forth in sec. 1.2 above.
	MCIm’s  proposed language would require that SBC MISSOURI  cross-connect, on its MDF, a voice CLEC’s unbundled local switch port UNE, with the data CLEC’s splitter in the data CLEC’s collocation arrangement, in lieu of the voice and data CLECs providing their own cage-to-cage cross-connections. However, the FCC’s existing rules clearly provide that an ILEC has no obligation to make available cross-connects to connect the equipment of two CLECs so long as SBC allows those CLECs to provide the requested connection themselves. SBC is currently meeting its obligation in this regard by allowing CLECs to connect their collocation arrangements via a collocation cage-to-cage cabling product offering.   See 47 C.F.R. §51.323(h). 
MCIm’s language assumes agreement on the part of SBC  to MCIm’s  request to provide CFA to CFA connections on CLEC Switched Line Splitting scenarios.  This request is being addressed in the ongoing Line Splitting Collaboratives being held by SBC, but no agreement has been reached to provide such connections. In the ongoing Line Splitting Collaboratives in which MCIm is a participant, SBC has been and continues to attempt to facilitate the development of order processes to support CLEC switched line splitting using currently available cage-to-cage cabling or other available arrangements. 

While SBC MISSOURI is willing to entertain proposals for the development of a new commercial product to cross-connect on its MDF a voice CLEC’s unbundled local switch port UNE (with the data CLEC’s splitter in the data CLEC’s collocation arrangement), SBC MISSOURI has no obligation under existing law to provide such connections given that SBC MISSOURI allows CLECs to provide the needed cross-connections themselves. For these reasons, MCIm’s  language must be rejected. 

Chapman Direct, pp. 30-47. 
Chapman Rebuttal, pp. 11-23.
	

	Line Splitting 6

RESOLVED 04-20-05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line Splitting 7

RESOLVED 04-20-05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Line Splitting 8

RESOLVED 04-20-05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Key:
Underline represents language proposed by MCIm and opposed by SBC
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Bold represents language proposed by SBC and opposed by MCIm
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