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	SBC Issue Statement

a. Should a non-251/252 service such as Transit Service be negotiated separately?

b. Should CLEC be required to interconnect with SBC-MISSOURI within SBC-MISSOURI’ network?

RESOLVED

	1
	1.3

5.1

5.2.3
	Sprint will accept SBC’s proposed language as this issue is addressed in GT&C Issue 2.


	
	1.3
Local Only and Local Interconnection Trunk Groups may only be used to transport traffic between the Parties’ End Users.

5.1
When CLEC Offers Service in a Local Exchange Area or LATA, the following trunk groups shall be used to exchange various types of traffic between CLEC End Users and SBC-13STATE End Users.

5.2.3
SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE reserves the right to initiate a one-way IntraLATA Trunk Group to CLEC in order to provide Tandem relief when a community of interest is outside the local exchange area in which CLEC is interconnected
	a. Yes. SBC is attempting to clarify that this agreement  is for the exchange of traffic between the Parties’ end users.  Sprint’s undefined, ambiguous and indistinct term “network” should be rejected by this Commission.  This vague terminology could be taken to imply that Sprint intends to send SBC non-Sprint end user originated traffic. Further, a non-251/252 service such as Transit Service should be negotiated separately. It is SBC Missouri’s position that this issue is not arbitrable because neither Section 251, nor any other provision of the Act requires ILECs to provide transit service. Pursuant to the Fifth Circuit’s recent decision in Coserv LLC v. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., 350 F.3d 482 (5th Cir. 2003)(“Coserv”), non-251(b) and (c) items are not arbitrable, unless both parties voluntarily consent to the negotiation/arbitration of such items.   SBC does not (and did not) agree to do so. Accordingly, the Commission must decline SPRINT’s attempt to have the Commission arbitrate this issue  
McPhee Direct, pp. 47-51.

b. Under 251(c)(2) Sprint may only -interconnect with SBC on SBC’s network.  47 CFR Section 51.305 provides  that an incumbent shall provide interconnection with the incumbent LEC’s network at any technically feasible point within the incumbent LEC’s  network.   By attempting to add the term “LATA”, rather than limiting POIs to SBC’s local exchange area, Sprint is introducing an ambiguity whereby Sprint may be able to establish a POI within a LATA, but outside SBC Missouri’s local exchange area, i.e., network.  Consequently, Sprint’s insertion of the word network should be deleted. 

Hamiter Direct, pp. 96-100.
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	a. May Sprint combine originating 251(b)(5) Traffic, intraLATA toll traffic, and interLATA toll traffic on the same trunk groups? 

b. Should SBC’s definition  of  Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA Toll Traffic be included in this attachment?

c. Should the cost of the interconnection facilities that connect the SBC and Sprint networks be:

(a) shared by SBC and Sprint,

    -- OR ---

(b) be the financial responsibility of Sprint? 

d. Should Sprint be required to provide trunking to:

(a) each local exchange  

       -- OR --

(b) each LATA? 


	3
	2.6

2.14

3.1

3.5

4.2

4.3

4.5.2.1

4.5.2.2

5.2

5.2.1

5.2.4

5.4

5.4.1

8.2

8.3.1.1

8.3.1.2

8.3.1.3

8.3.2.1.1

8.3.2.1.2
	2.6
“Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 2.6

2.14
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 2.14.
3.1
Sprint accepts SBC’s language for Section 3.1.

3.5
Sprint accepts SBC’s language for Section 3.5 

4.2 CLEC shall establish Local Only or Local Interconnection Trunk Groups  to all Local Tandems  in the local exchange area in which CLEC Offers Service in SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE.  CLEC shall route appropriate traffic (i.e. only traffic to End Offices that subtend that tandem) to the respective SBC-13STATE tandem on the trunk groups defined below.   SBC-13STATE shall route appropriate traffic to CLEC switches on the trunk groups defined below. 

4.3 Direct End Office Trunk Groups (DEOTs) transport Section 251(b)(5)/Meet Point/IntraLATA/InterLATA Toll Traffic  between CLEC’s switch and an SBC-13STATE End Office and are not switched at a Local Tandem location. Unless otherwise agreed to, Once provisioned, traffic from CLEC to SBC-13STATE must be redirected to route first to the DEOT with overflow traffic alternate routed to the appropriate SBC-13STATE Local Tandem. 
5.2
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 5.2.

5.2.1 A two-way Interconnection Trunk Group shall be established between CLEC’s switch and each SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE    appropriate tandem Switch in the local exchange area or LATA. 
5.2.4 Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 5.2.4

5.4
5.4  Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 5.4.  

5.4.1
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 5.4.1.
5.4.3.2 Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 5.4.3.2

8.2 Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 8.2.

8.3.1.1
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 8.3.1.1.  

8.3.1.3
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language for Section 8.3.1.3. 

8.3.2.1 
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language:

8.3.2.1.1
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language 

8.3.2.1.2
Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed language. 


	a. Yes 

b.  

c.  Shared.  Sprint understands that it is responsible for non-recurring charges associated with the establishment of interconnection trunks and facilities, however, monthly recurring costs for interconnection facilities are a shared cost responsibility of SBC and Sprint.  In its First R&O (docket 96-98) implementing the local competition provisions of the Act, the FCC at paragraph 176 defined interconnection under 251(c)(2) as “the physical linking of two networks for the mutual exchange of traffic.”  Invariably, a transmission facility is used for the physical linking of two networks.  This transmission facility is the interconnection facility.  FCC rules dictate that the interconnection facility is a shared cost responsibility of the two parties mutually exchanging traffic.  First, 47CFR51.703(b) states that “a LEC may not assess charges on any other telecom carrier for telecom traffic that originates on the LEC’s network.”  Because the originating LEC cannot charge the terminating LEC for traffic the originating LEC originates, this demonstrates that the provider of the interconnection facility cannot charge the terminating carrier for the portion of the facility that the originating carrier uses for traffic originated from its customers.  Second, 47CFR709(b) states “The rate of a carrier providing transmission facilities dedicated to the transmission of traffic between two carriers’ networks shall recover only the costs of the proportion of that trunk capacity used by an interconnecting carrier to send traffic that will terminate on the providing carrier’s network.”  This rule reinforces 51.703(b) that the cost of the interconnection facility is borne by both of the interconnecting carriers based on each carrier’s proportionate use of the facility for traffic it originates to the other carrier.  Bottom line, SBC cannot impose 100% of the cost of the transmission facility that connects the Sprint and SBC networks if it uses that interconnection facility for traffic SBC originates to Sprint.  Third, the FCC confirmed the interconnection facility and its price as recently as February of this year.  Specifically at paragraph 140 of the FCC TRRO the FCC stated “We note in addition that our finding on non-impairment with respect to entrance facilities does not alter the right of competitive LECs to obtain interconnection facilities pursuant to section 251(c)(2) for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access service.  Thus, competitive LECs will have access to these facilities at cost-based rates to the extent that they require them to interconnect with the incumbent LEC’s network.  Clearly the FCC recognizes the existence of a transmission facility known as the interconnection facility for the mutual exchange of traffic and also that the price standard for the interconnection facility is TELRIC.  These three points taken together clearly establish that the facility that connects the SBC network to the Sprint network is a shared-cost facility with each carrier responsible for the portion of the facility that it uses to deliver traffic to the other carrier and that the price of the facility is TELRIC.

d.  LATA.  Sprint is not required to establish trunking into each SBC local exchange area.  FCC rules allow the interconnecting carrier to select the point of interconnection (“POI”) within the ILEC network at any technically feasible point for the exchange of traffic.  And FCC and Court rulings have upheld interconnecting carriers’ right to establish interconnection at a single point in the LATA, not at each local exchange.  (FCC Virginia VZ/ATT/MCI/Cox Arbitration decision July 2002 paragraph 52 “Under the Commission’s rules, competitive LECs may request interconnection at any technically feasible point.  This includes the right to request a single point of interconnection in a LATA” ; 5th circuit court decision SBCvATT October 2003 page 5 cited concluded that a CLEC is permitted to choose to interconnect with ILECs at any technically feasible point, including a single-LATA-POI…”).   Sprint could agree to a minimum of one (1) POI per tandem per LATA.    

(See Peter Sywenki Direct Testimony, page 17, fourth unresolved issue.)

(See Peter Sywenki Rebuttal Testimony, page 13, fifth unresolved issue.)


	2.6
“Local Interconnection Trunk Groups” are two-way trunk groups used to carry  Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA and Toll Traffic between CLEC End Users and SBC-12STATE End Users.   In SBC-CONNECTICUT these trunk groups will carry the same type of traffic, but they will be established and used as one-way.
2.14
“Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA Toll Traffic” shall mean for purposes of this Attachment, (i) Section 251(b)(5) Traffic, (ii) ISP-Bound Traffic, (iii) IntraLATA Toll traffic originating from an End User obtaining local dial tone  from CLEC’s network  where CLEC is both the Section 251(b)(5) Traffic and Toll provider, and/or (iv) IntraLATA Toll traffic originating from an End User obtaining local dialtone from SBC-13STATE where SBC-13STATE is both the Section 251(b)(5) Traffic and IntraLATA Toll provider.
3.1
CLEC shall issue Access Service Requests (ASRs) for two-way Local Only Trunk Groups, Local Interconnection and Meet Point Trunk Groups.  CLEC shall issue ASRs for one-way trunk groups originating at the CLEC switch.  SBC-13STATE shall issue ASRs for one-way trunk groups, originating at the SBC-13STATE switch.
3.5
The Parties recognize that embedded one-way trunks may exist for  Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA Toll Traffic.  The Parties may agree to negotiate a transition plan to migrate the embedded one-way Local Only and/or Local Interconnection Trunk Groups to two-way Local Only and/or two-way Local Interconnection Trunk Groups.  The Parties will coordinate any such migration, trunk group prioritization, and implementation schedule.  SBC-12STATE agrees to develop a cutover plan and project manage the cutovers with CLEC participation and agreement. 
4.2 If CLEC Offers Service in a LATA in which there is no SBC Local Tandem, CLEC shall establish Local Interconnection Trunk Groups to each SBC-13STATE End Office Switch in that LATA in which it Offers Service.  CLEC shall establish Local Only or Local Interconnection Trunk Groups  to all Local Tandems  in the local exchange area in which CLEC Offers Service in SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE.  If there are no Local Tandems  in the local exchange area in which CLEC Offers Service in the SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE,  CLEC shall establish a Local Interconnection Trunk Group to each SBC-13STATE End Office Switch in that local exchange area in which CLEC Offers Service.  CLEC shall route appropriate traffic (i.e. only traffic to End Offices that subtend that Local tandem) to the respective SBC-13STATE Local tandem on the trunk groups defined below.   SBC-13STATE shall route appropriate traffic to CLEC switches on the trunk groups defined below. 

4.3 Direct End Office Trunk Groups (DEOTs) transport Section 251(b)(5)//IntraLATA Toll Traffic  between CLEC’s switch and an SBC-13STATE End Office and are not switched at a Local Tandem location. Once provisioned, traffic from CLEC to SBC-13STATE must be redirected to route first to the DEOT with overflow traffic alternate routed to the appropriate SBC-13STATE Local Tandem. If an SBC-13STATE End Office does not subtend an SBC-13STATE Local Tandem, a direct final Direct End Office Trunk Group will be established by CLEC, and there will be no overflow of Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA Toll Traffic

5.2
Local Only and Local Interconnection  Trunk Group(s) in each Local Exchange Area:  SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE.

5.2.1 A two-way Local Only Interconnection Trunk Group shall be established between CLEC’s switch and each SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE  Local Only tandem  Switch in the local exchange area Inter Tandem switching is not provided.

5.2.4 Where traffic from CLEC switch to an SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE End Office is sufficient (24 or more trunks), a Local Interconnection Trunk Group shall also be established to the SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE End Office

5.4
5.4  Meet Point Trunk Group:  SBC-13STATE  

5.4.1
IXC traffic shall be transported between CLEC switch and the SBC-13STATE Access or combined local/Access Tandem over a Meet Point Trunk Group  separate from Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA toll traffic. The  Meet Point Trunk Group will be established for the transmission and routing of exchange access  traffic between CLEC’s End Users and inter exchange carriers via a SBC-13STATE Access Tandem.
5.4.3.2 Two-way trunk groups for Section 251(b)(5)/IntraLATA Toll Traffic (can be established between a Sprint switch and an SBC-13STATE Tandem or End Office switch.  This trunk group will utilize Signaling System 7 (SS7) or multi-frequency (MF) signaling protocol, with SS7 signaling preferred whenever possible.  Two-way trunking will be jointly provisioned and maintained.  For administrative consistency Sprint will have control for the purpose of issuing Access Service Requests (ASRs) on two-way groups.  SBC-13STATE will use the Trunk Group Service Request (TGSR), as described in Section 7.3.1 of this Appendix, to request changes in trunking.  Both Parties reserve the right to issue ASRs, if so required, in the normal course of business.

8.2 Both Parties will jointly manage the capacity of Local Only, Local Interconnection, and Meet Point Trunk Groups.  Both Parties may send a Trunk Group Service Request (TGSR) to the other Party to trigger changes to the Local Only, Local Interconnection and Meet Point Trunk Groups based on capacity assessment. The TGSR is a standard industry support interface developed by the Ordering and Billing Forum of the Carrier liaison Committee of the Alliance for Telecommunications Solutions (ATIS) organization.  TELCORDIA TECHNOLOGIES Special Report STS000316 describes the format and use of the TGSR.  Contact TELCORDIA TECHNOLOGIES at 1-800-521-2673 regarding the documentation availability and use of this form
8.3.1.1
In a blocking situation the CLEC is responsible for issuing  ASRs on all two-way Local interconnection and Meet Point Trunk Groups and one-way CLEC originating Local  Interconnection  Trunk Groups to reduce measured blocking to design objective blocking levels based on analysis of trunk group data.  If an ASR is not issued, SBC-13STATE will issue a TSGR.   CLEC will issue an ASR within three (3) days after receipt and review of the TGSR.   CLEC will note "Service Affecting" On the ASR.
8.3.1.2
In a blocking situation SBC-13STATE is responsible for issuing  ASRs on one-way SBC originating Local and/or Interconnection Trunk Groups to reduce measured blocking to design objective blocking levels based on analysis of trunk group data.  If an ASR is not issued, the CLEC will issue a TSGR.  SBC-13STATE will issue an ASR within three (3) days after receipt and review of the TGSR.  

8.3.1.3
If an alternate final Local Interconnection Trunk Group or Local Interconnection Trunk Group is at seventy-five percent (75 %) utilization, a TGSR is sent to  CLEC for the final and all subtending high usage's that are contributing any amount of overflow to the final route. 

8.3.2
8.3.2  Underutilization

8.3.2.1 
Underutilization of Local Only Trunk Groups, Local Interconnection Trunk Groups and Meet Point Trunk Groups  exists when provisioned capacity is greater than the current need.  Those situations where more capacity exists than actual usage requires will be handled in the following manner:

8.3.2.1.1
If a Local  Only Trunk Group Local Interconnection trunk Group or a Meet Point Trunk Group  is under seventy-five percent (75%) of CCS capacity on a monthly average basis, for each month of any three (3) consecutive months period, either Party may request the issuance of an order to resize the Local Only trunk Group, Local Interconnection Trunk Group or the Meet Point   Trunk Group, which shall be left with not less than twenty-five percent (25%) excess capacity.  In all cases grade of service objectives shall be maintained.

8.3.2.1.2
Either party may send a TGSR to the other Party to trigger changes to the Local Only trunk Groups, Local Interconnection trunk Groups or Meet Point Trunk Groups based on capacity assessment.  Upon receipt of a TGSR, the receiving Party will issue an ASR to the other Party within twenty (20) business days after receipt of the TGSR. 


	a.  No. To ensure that SPRINT and SBC are properly compensated for local, intraLATA Exchange Access, and interLATA Exchange Access, these different traffic types must be separated onto different trunk groups in order to accurately record and bill based on reciprocal compensation or the appropriate intraLATA or interLATA Exchange Access as found in Attachment 12 Compensation.  Physically separating the traffic types in this manner would reduce potential disputes between the parties that the Commission would need to resolve and would result in more efficient billing by the parties.  Please note: the issue of segregating various traffic over separate trunk groups arises from the parties’ differing definitions of “trunk groups.”  Therefore, this issue is raised each time Sprint uses the terms “Multi-jurisdictional Trunk Groups” or “Trunk Groups” and where SBC Missouri uses the term “Local Interconnection Trunk Groups.”.  

Hamiter Direct,  pp. 41-48.

b. SBC Missouri proposes the insertion of this definition as a point of clarification as this language is used throughout SBC Missouri’s Agreement.  Sprints use of the term “Multi-jurisdictional Toll Traffic” , is imprecise and inconsistent with SBC Missouri’s proposal to route traffic subject to access charges over separate trunk groups. (As to why these types of traffic should e segregated over separate trunk groups, see (a), above.)  Sprint’s proposal should be rejected by this Commission.

Hamiter Direct,  pp. 41-48.

c. Yes, Manual and/or electronic charges are applied to each Interconnection related order. (submitted via an ASR).  Sprint—as the cost causer-- should be responsible to pay all charges associated with the ordering of trunks and facilities related to establishing  Interconnection with SBC  

Hamiter Direct, pp. 75-83.

d. Yes.  Sprint should be required to establish local interconnection trunks to every  Tandem in the LATA  or Local Exchange Area to have an efficient use of both Party’s networks.  (In cases where there is no such local access tandem,, Sprint should trunk to each switch for the same reason.) Nothing in the Act or FCC’s Orders requires that SBC MISSOURI permit a single point for trunking. Such a single point for trunking would tie up SBC switch and transport facilities  that have already stretched very thin in this state.  Still further is the fact that Sprint’s language does not take into account the unique network architecture in the state of MISSOURI in reference to how the SBC MISSOURI tandems are provisioned. 

Hamiter Direct, pp. 51-52.

Sprint’s language would have traffic routed to an access tandem regardless of whether  the tandem is provisioned to handle that type of traffic or not.  SBC should not be required to double switch calls in its network. Sprint is confusing a “POI” at every tandem in the LATA with the requirement to “trunk to every tandem” in the LATA.  
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	SBC Position Statement:

May Sprint’s POI be located outside of SBC’s incumbent territory? 

Sprint Issue Statement:  May Sprint indirectly interconnect with SBC when an SBC end office does not subtend its own tandem and traffic volumes are small?


	5
	5.2.5
	5.2.5 For each SBC end office that does not subtend an SBC Local Tandem, Sprint and SBC shall exchange traffic on an Indirect basis.  See definition of Indirect Traffic.
	No.  The right to indirect interconnection is clearly established under section 251(a) of the Act and is a common sense standard practice in the industry today.  It is simply uneconomical for parties to establish dedicated direct interconnections when the volume of traffic exchanged between the parties is to small to justify a dedicated direct transport facility.  Sprint is willing to establish dedicated interconnection with SBC when the traffic volumes exchanged are sufficient.  In setting a traffic threshold for the establishment of a dedicated interconnection,  Sprint would simply seek parity with what is contained in voluntary interconnection agreements that SBC has entered into with other carriers (i.e., 6 DS1s Level3/SBC).  Until that volume of traffic exchange is met, the parties should be entitled to exchange traffic on an indirect basis including the employment of available transit services 

(See Peter Sywenki Direct Testimony, page 10, second unresolved issue.)

(See Peter Sywenki Rebuttal Testimony, page 5, second unresolved issue.)


	5.2.5
A Local Interconnection Trunk Group shall be established from CLEC switch to each SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE End Office in a local exchange area that has no Local  Tandem.   This trunk group shall be established as a direct final. 
5.2.6 When SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE has a separate Local Only Tandem Switch(es) in the local exchange area, and a separate Access Tandem Switch that serves the same local exchange area,  a two-way IntraLATA  Toll Trunk Group shall be established to the SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE Access Tandem Switch.  In addition  a two-way Local Only Trunk Group(s) shall  be established from CLEC’s switch to  each SBC SOUTHWEST REGION 5-STATE  Local Only Tandem Switch.

5.2.7   Each Party shall deliver to the other Party over the Local Only and/or Local Interconnection Trunk Group(s) only such traffic that originates and terminates in the same local exchange area.


	Section 251(c)(2) of the Telecommunications Act provides that an incumbent LEC is obligated to provide interconnection with the incumbent LEC’s network. The law is very clear that this obligation is limited to those areas in which the LEC is actually the incumbent. SPRINT’s language seeks to extend this obligation to any territory in which an incumbent LEC does business – even in those territories where it is not the incumbent. There is no legal authority to support the extension of 251(c)(2) obligations to territories in which an ILEC does business, but is not the incumbent LEC.

Under the FTA, SBC must allow CLECs to interconnect with its network.  But this obligation only applies to ILECs; therefore, where SBC is a CLEC, it is not obligated to unbundle or allow interconnection.  

Hamiter Direct, pp. 96-100.
	

	Should each party be financially responsible for  the facilities on its side of the POI?
	6
	5.3.1

5.3.1.1

5.4.2
	5.3.1
Where SBC CALIFORNIA, SBC NEVADA or SBC MIDWEST REGION 5-STATE has a single Access Tandem in a LATA, IntraLATA Toll and Local traffic shall be combined on a single Local Interconnection Trunk group for calls destined to or from all End Offices that subtend the Tandem.  This trunk group shall be two-way and will utilize Signaling System 7 (SS7) signaling. and shall be subject to cost sharing provisions set forth in 3.7. In SBC-2STATE and SBC MIDWEST REGION 5-STATE; 

5.3.1.1 
Section 251(b)(5) Meet Point and IntraLATA/InterLATA Toll and ISP Bound Traffic  shall be routed on Multi-jurisdictional Trunk Groups  established at appropriate SBC Tandems in the LATA for calls destined to or from all SBC MIDWEST REGION 5-STATE End Offices that subtend the appropriate tandem.  These trunk groups shall be two-way and will utilize Signaling System (SS7) signaling.  and shall be subject to cost sharing provisions set forth in 3.7.

5.4.2
Meet Point Trunk Groups shall be  provisioned as two-way and will utilize SS7 signaling, except multi-frequency (“MF”) signaling will be used on a separate Meet Point Trunk Group to complete originating calls to switched access customers that use MF FGD signaling protocol Where available, network signaling information such as transit network selection ("TNS") parameter, carrier identification codes (“CIC”) (CCS platform) and CIC/OZZ information (non‑SS7 environment) will be provided by the CLEC wherever such information is needed for call routing or billing.  The Parties will follow all OBF adopted standards pertaining to TNS and CIC/OZZ codes.  CLEC is financially responsible for the transport facility cost as described in Appendix NIM section and shall be subject to cost sharing provisions set forth in 3.7.  


	(See Peter Sywenki Direct Testimony, page 12, third unresolved issue.)

(See Peter Sywenki Rebuttal Testimony, page 7, third unresolved issue.)

Under FCC rules and consistent with SBC  interconnection agreements with other providers,  interconnection facilities costs are to be shared between Sprint and SBC based on the proportionate use of those interconnection facilities.

In its First R&O (docket 96-98) implementing the local competition provisions of the Act, the FCC at paragraph 176 defined interconnection under 251(c)(2) as “the physical linking of two networks for the mutual exchange of traffic.”  Invariably, a transmission facility is used for the physical linking of two networks.  This transmission facility is the interconnection facility.  FCC rules dictate that the interconnection facility is a shared cost responsibility of the two parties mutually exchanging traffic.  First, 47CFR51.703(b) states that “a LEC may not assess charges on any other telecom carrier for telecom traffic that originates on the LEC’s network.”  Because the originating LEC cannot charge the terminating LEC for traffic the originating LEC originates, this demonstrates that the owner of the interconnection facility can not charge for the portion of the facility it uses for traffic originated from its customers.  Second, 47CFR709(b) states “The rate of a carrier providing transmission facilities dedicated to the transmission of traffic between two carriers’ networks shall recover only the costs of the proportion of that trunk capacity used by an interconnecting carrier to send traffic that will terminate on the providing carrier’s network.”  This rule reinforces 51.703(b) that the cost of the interconnection facility is borne by both of the interconnecting carriers based on each carrier’s proportionate use of the facility for traffic it originates to the other carrier.  Bottom line, SBC cannot impose 100% of the cost of the transmission facility that connects the Sprint and SBC networks if it uses that interconnection facility for traffic SBC originates to Sprint.  Third, the FCC confirmed the interconnection facility and the the price for the interconnection facility as recently as February of this year.  Specifically at paragraph 140 of the FCC TRRO the FCC stated “We note in addition that our finding on non-impairment with respect to entrance facilities does not alter the right of competitive LECs to obtain interconnection facilities pursuant to section 251(c)(2) for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access service.  Thus, competitive LECs will have access to these facilities at cost-based rates to the extent that they require them to interconnect with the incumbent LEC’s network.  Clearly the FCC recognizes the existence of a transmission facility known as the interconnection facility for the mutual exchange of traffic and also that the price standard for the interconnection facility is TELRIC.  These three points taken together clearly establish that the facility that connects the SBC network to the Sprint network is a shared-cost facility with each carrier responsible for the portion of the facility that it uses to deliver traffic to the other carrier and that the price of the facility is TELRIC.   


	5.4.2
Meet Point Trunk Groups shall be  provisioned as two-way and will utilize SS7 signaling, except multi-frequency (“MF”) signaling will be used on a separate Meet Point Trunk Group to complete originating calls to switched access customers that use MF FGD signaling protocol Where available, network signaling information such as transit network selection ("TNS") parameter, carrier identification codes (“CIC”) (CCS platform) and CIC/OZZ information (non‑SS7 environment) will be provided by the CLEC wherever such information is needed for call routing or billing.  The Parties will follow all OBF adopted standards pertaining to TNS and CIC/OZZ codes.  CLEC is financially responsible for the transport facility cost as described in Appendix NIM section..  


	Yes, each party should be responsible for the facilities on its side of the POI. 47 CFR Section 51.305 provides  that an incumbent shall provide interconnection with the incumbent LEC’s network at any technically feasible point within the incumbent LEC’s network.   This establishes the POI.  As a result,  the clear implication is that the parties are to bear the expenses for their own networks on their respective sides of the POI.
Hamiter Direct, pp. 87-90.
	

	Sprint Issue Statement

What are the appropriate industry standards for blocking objectives?

SBC Issue Statement

Should the Parties use industry standard design blocking objectives? 

RESOLVED

	7
	7.1
	Sprint accepts SBC’s proposed terms and conditions.
	
	TABLE 1


Trunk Group Type
Design Blocking Objective

Local Interconnection  Trunk Group Direct End Office (Primary High)

  ECCS*

Local Interconnection Trunk Group - Direct End Office (Final)                                                    2%
5555222222

2% 1%
IntraLATA Toll Trunk Group (Local/Access or Access Tandem Switch)                                    1%
1% .5%
Local Interconnection Trunk Group (Local Tandem) --
1% 4 %.

                                                               1%

Meet Point (Local/Access or Access Tandem Switch)
  


                     0.5% 
	
	

	Should CLEC be required to have an Out of Exchange Appendix when CLEC is seeking Section 251(a) interconnection with SBC so that CLEC may serve exchanges which are not in SBC’s Incumbent exchange areas?


	8
	11.1
	None.  Sprint submits that the SBC proposed Out of Exchange Appendix not be adopted as part of the final IAC.


	No.  Sprint submits that the terms and conditions contained within SBC proposed Out of Exchange Appendix are redundant and fully addressed in the ITR and NIM Appendices.  Sprint believes that Foreign Exchange or Transit Traffic as identified in “General Terms & Conditions”, Sections 1.1.48 and 1.1.138 respectively, is equivalent to what is being called “Out of Exchange Traffic.”  

(See Hoke R. Knox Direct Testimony, page 3, first unresolved issue.)

(See Hoke R. Knox Rebuttal Testimony, page 3, first unresolved issue.)


	11.
11.  Out of Exchange Traffic 

11.1
Interconnection services are available in accordance with section 251( a)( 1 ) of the Act  for the purposes of exchanging traffic to/from a non-SBC incumbent exchange and consistent with the Appendix Out of Exchange Traffic attached to this Agreement. 


	Yes.  SBC Missouri believes that its obligations to offer most 251/252 services is limited to those areas in which it is the incumbent local exchange carrier.  See SBC Missouri  Proposed Section 2.12.1.3 of GT&Cs.  Consequently, the agreement does not properly cover services offered when the parties wish to exchange traffic in areas wherein SBC Missouri is not the ILEC. This situation includes unique issues, such as the correct process of opening codes and the proper routing of traffic, that arises in areas in which SBC Missouri is not the ILEC.  SBC has offered Sprint Communications a separate appendix governing this type of out of exchange traffic (OE-LEC). It is not appropriate to address OE-LEC traffic in the Interconnection Appendix because the Interconnection Appendix  is applicable only to SBC’s incumbent territory.   It is SBC’s position that SBC’s obligations under the FTA are only as extensive as its ILEC territory.

McPhee Direct, pp. 65-68.


	


� SBC has proposed the use of the term "Lawful UNE" in this appendix and in other parts of the agreement. The parties have agreed to raise this issue in the UNE DPL, rather than in every appendix. Accordingly, this issue is set forth in UNE Issue 1. The parties have agreed to conform the entire agreement as appropriate based on the Commission's order relative to UNE Issue 1.








Key:  Underline represents language proposed by Sprint and opposed by SBC MISSOURI.
Page 16 of 16
         Bold represents language proposed by SBC Missouri and opposed by Sprint.
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