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	SBC MISSOURI’s Issue:

Is it appropriate for a 251 agreement to address billing for products and services that are not offered pursuant to Section 251 and are not contained within the 251 agreement?

AT&T’s Issue: 

Should SBC have the unilateral ability to discontinue industry standard billing format?


	1
	1.3.1, 1.8
	1.3.1 Those billing items that are billed today in accordance with CABS Billing Output Specifications (BOS) format will remain billed in CABS BOS format.  Any new elements billed in CABS BOS format will be in accordance to OBF guidelines where they have been developed.  The requirements for CABS BOS billing under this Attachment are set forth in more detail in Sections 1.8 and 3.0 of this Attachment.  The requirements for resale billing and other charges billed by agreement of the Parties from SBC MISSOURI’s resale billing system are set forth at Section 4.0 of this Attachment.


	No.  AT&T opposes SBC’s language which gives SBC the unilateral ability to disrupt the existing billing format and processes upon which the Parties rely. AT&T has expended considerable resources to achieve industry standards, both to derive them and to implement them. Once the Parties have implemented industry standards for billing of products and services under this Agreement, they should be required to maintain that method for those products and services absent agreement of the Parties to diverge from those standard practices since a deviation can lead to costly and time consuming manual processing. Standards are implemented to address a community of needs amongst carriers. SBC should not be permitted to unilaterally confound those results.

Moreover, there is no reason why SBC cannot bill “non-UNE” products and services in the CABS billing format.  In fact, SBC today bills many non-UNE items (e.g., traditional special and switched access services) utilizing the CABS BOS format.

Direct Testimony of Richard Guepe at  pp. 20-21
Rebuttal Testimony of Richard Guepe at pp. 19-20
	1.3.1 Those billing items that are billed today in accordance with CABS Billing Output Specifications (BOS) format will remain billed in CABS BOS format unless the FCC or State Commission rules that the billing item is no longer a UNE and the resultant service is altered in a manner that renders it incompatible with continued CABS billing.  At that point, SBC MISSOURI would make a determination on whether the item would remain in CABS billing system.  Any new elements billed in CABS BOS format will be in accordance to OBF guidelines where they have been developed. The requirements for CABS BOS billing under this Attachment are set forth in more detail in Sections 1.8 and 3.0 of this Attachment.  The requirements for resale billing and other charges billed by agreement of the Parties from SBC MISSOURI’s resale billing system are set forth at Section 4.0 of this Attachment.

1.8 
All bills rendered by the parties pursuant to CABS/BOS billing output specifications shall contain billing data and information in accordance with the current or immediately prior applicable CABS version, unless otherwise identified by the billing Party in its CABS BOS Differences List delivered to the billed Party, as published by Telcordia Technologies, Inc. or its successor.  All bills rendered pursuant to CABS/BOS billing output specifications should be transmitted in an electronic medium conforming to OBF/Technical Review Group (TRG) standards, guidelines, unless otherwise requested by the parties. All standards, guidelines and recommendations necessary to maintain compliance with current CABS billing output specifications and electronic transmission capabilities for all services obtained under this Agreement shall be implemented within three OBF version releases (e.g. standards, guidelines, recommendations that would affect electronic transmission included in version 29 would be cared for by the time SBC MISSOURI implements OBF version 32).  

	AT&T language in 1.3.1 sets conditions for products and services that are not covered by this agreement.   Conditions for products outside this agreement should be stated within the agreement controlling those products.

SBC’s language does not give SBC the right to unilaterally discontinue industry standard format.  What it does do is limit the language in this agreement to cover UNE items available through this agreement. SBC’s language points out that if the status of an item that is currently defined as a UNE changes and that item is no longer a UNE, then that item is no longer subject to the conditions and provisions established in this agreement.            

 Smith Direct 76-78

	

	SBC MISSOURI’s Issue:

Should SBC MISSOURI be required to provide process mapping of DUF call

detail information to bill structure?

AT&T’s Issue:

Should SBC be required to correlate its recorded data to the Call Usage Record Daily Usage File sent to  AT&T; and should it similarly be required to correlate its recorded data to the bill it sends to AT&T for the calls which generate those records?
	2
	3.3.1
	3.3.1  SBC MISSOURI will provide mapping of AMA (converted to EMI) records to the corresponding EMI-DUF and mapping of those same converted AMA records to the resulting CABS BOS formatted MOU sensitive charges and message bill.
	Yes.  A Daily Usage File (“DUF”) contains call records associated with originating or terminating traffic on a particular telephone line associated with UNE-P customers.  For AT&T’s UNE-P customers, which are served using SBC’s switch, SBC records all call data.  SBC then provides call data in the DUF it provides to AT&T.  

SBC should be required to provide the logic of how the call detail records map to the usage billing elements SBC bills to AT&T on the wholesale bill.  In other words, AT&T needs to know how SBC generates its bills from the call detail records associated with UNE-P.  This can be accomplished by mapping the Automatic Message Accounting  (“AMA”) data, or the copy of the AMA data contained in the DUF, to the UNE-P bill.  In order for AT&T to validate UNE-P billings from SBC, AT&T needs to know how SBC derives billed amounts from the call detail records it captures for the UNE-P calls.  

AT&T is asking for the “roadmap” used by SBC to create bills from usage records.  AT&T needs that map at least once to input into the AT&T validation process and will need it again each time SBC’s billing logic changes.  If SBC’s billing logic changes, then the map should be updated by SBC.  Since changes to billing logic are infrequent, AT&T’s request is not a burdensome one for SBC.

This mapping is necessary because it will allow AT&T to verify the accuracy of the UNE-P billing.  This information enables AT&T to correlate the call detail records generated for our UNE-P customers by SBC with the UNE-P bill AT&T receives from SBC.  As a corollary, the UNE-P billing also confirms the completeness of the call detail records provided to AT&T in the DUF.  AT&T relies upon call detail records to bill its customers (which could be end users, or third party carriers, including an IXC.)  If the call detail records and the UNE-P bills do not correlate, there could be errors in SBC Missouri’s bills to AT&T or in AT&T’s bills to SBC and/or third parties.  In fact, there have been situations where, after exhaustive investigation, SBC admitted that the call detail records it provided to AT&T were incomplete and did not correlate with the UNE-P bill.   The Parties spend an inordinate amount of time trying to understand the discrepancies and are not able to do so with any level of detail or accuracy without mapping.

Guepe Direct at 22-24.

Guepe Rebuttal at 20-24.


	None
	SBC MISSOURI understands AT&T’s desire to validate their CABS bill.  However, DUF was never intended as a tool to be used for that purpose.  DUF contains records representing every recording event and is prepared and processed separately from the logic that calculates the monthly CABS bill.  Since CABS does not bill for every recording event, then there is not a 1-for-1 match between the records on the daily DUF and Minutes of Use that is billed on the monthly CABS bill.

AT&T needs to request the industry (OBF) to develop a standard solution to address the issue of mapping DUF records to a CABS bill.

In regards to the alternate language  AT&T proposes to map AMA to EMI, that process would provide no value to validating the CABS bill to all records on the DUF. Industry documentation for each EMI field already documents and refers to the corresponding AMA fields and values  from which the EMI field information is derived. 

Ultimately, the values in each EMI field is not the issue.  AT&T wants SBC to do the work of taking every record that SBC provides on a daily DUF out of one process and tell them if  that is a record appeared on bill  created by another process at some other point during the month.        

SBC has already made available to  AT&T and all other CLECs all the information available for them to map the EMI to CABS:
1) ONLINE “SBC Daily Usage File User Guide”  provides information on what records are on the DUF file  

2)  Call-flows are already available  to AT&T and all other CLECs are already available on CLEC ONLINE.  These call flows already identify the type of record will be on the DUF for that call scenario and the rate elements that will be billed in CABS for that call scenario.

3) SBC does not share its “billing logic and rules” with others as it considers that information proprietary, just as AT&T considers its “billing logic and rules” proprietary and does not share them.

Consequently, SBC disagrees with AT&T’s language requesting SBC to provide proprietary information.

Read Direct 3-6
Read Rebuttal 1-3
	

	a.  Should SBC MISSOURI be required to provide to AT&T the OCN or CIC, as appropriate, of 3rd party originating carriers when AT&T is terminating calls as an unbundled switch user of SBC MISSOURI?

b.  Should SBC MISSOURI be billed on a default basis when it fails to provide the 3rd party originating carrier OCN or CIC, as appropriate, to AT&T when AT&T is terminating calls as the unbundled switch user?


	3
	14.4  
GT&C

7.1.2 and 7.2.1
	14.4 SBC MISSOURI will include the OCN identifier for calls originated by local exchange 3rd party carriers and the CIC identifier for calls originated by IXC 3rd party carriers in the usage records it provides for calls originated by such 3rd party carriers.  Any records received without the originating OCN or CIC, as appropriate, will be treated as though originated by SBC MISSOURI for purpose of billing under this Agreement.  

In those situations where the third party carrier who originates the call is using the ULS of another ILEC, SBC shall provide the OCN of the underlying, facilities-based ILEC in the billing records it provides to AT&T.
	a. & b.  Yes.  It is imperative that SBC provide AT&T with the Operating Company Number, or OCN (in the case of a LEC-carried call) or the Carrier Identification Code, or CIC (in the case of a toll call) of the third party carrier originating the call when AT&T terminates calls originating from third party carriers using SBC’s unbundled local switching.  SBC records the call and knows the identity of the originating carrier in the various circumstances under which AT&T terminates traffic from SBC.  The originating OCN and/or CIC of the third party carrier is a unique identifier, which distinguishes carrier ownership of the call. OCNs and CICs tell AT&T which carriers are originating calls that AT&T terminates as a facilities-based carrier or when AT&T leases UNE-P lines from SBC, and are required to enable AT&T to properly bill the originating company. In the case where AT&T purchases SBC’s unbundled network elements, AT&T is totally reliant on SBC to record the call and provide the record from which AT&T will bill the originating carrier.  As a purchaser of unbundled network elements, AT&T requires this information on all third party traffic. 

 The OBF recently and finally resolved many of the issues (Issues 1921, 2309) relating to whether SBC must provide a CIC or originating OCN.  The net result of these resolutions is that the recording company, SBC in the case of UNE-P, must provide to the terminating carrier, AT&T, on a per call basis, in the call detail record, the OCN of a carrier originating a local call. 

In addition, the OBF closed OBF Issue 2638 in mid-November relating to whether an ILEC (in this case, SBC) must provide to the terminating carrier (in this case, AT&T) the OCN of a CLEC originating a call using a UNE switch port leased from SBC.  As a result of this “final closure”, SBC is required to provide the terminating carrier (“AT&T”) with the OCN of the originating carrier that has leased the switch port.   

SBC’s proposed language limits its obligation to provide the OCN to those instances where to do so is “technically feasible” and after SBC completes its “ULS Port project” – targeted for completion last year.  SBC’s proposed language essentially allows it to implement this resolution in Missouri at its whim and refuses to commit to a time or date certain.  

For an IXC-carried call, it has been a long-established industry standard that the official recording company (SBC, when it is interconnected with the IXC) will identify for the terminating carrier the CIC of the IXC to be billed.  As noted above, SBC’s language fails to provide AT&T with the CIC in any circumstance at all and must, therefore, be rejected.

Guepe Direct at 24-30.

Guepe Rebuttal at 24-32.

	14.4  SBC MISSOURI will include the OCN of the originating carrier in the usage records it provides for calls originated by 3rd party carriers utilizing an SBC ULS port that terminate to an AT&T ULS Port, where technically feasible.  
 
	SBC MISSOURI provides the information to AT&T on a nondiscriminatory basis.  AT&T can obtain the Originating OCN from a lookup in an Industry table, just as SBC does.  At the request of OBF, LIDB added functionality to provide this information and resolve this industry problem.  SBC as the transiting carrier is not responsible for compensating AT&T for other parties’ originated traffic. Additionally, SBC cannot be held accountable to provide the CIC identifier when it is not provided by the originating third party, and AT&T definitely should not treat the message as originated by SBC-Texas for billing. Once again, SBC as the transiting carrier is not responsible for compensating AT&T for other parties’ originated traffic.

Read direct 10-12
Read Rebuttal 3-6
	

	a.  Should the ICA include terms and conditions for billing and collection arrangements between the Parties for end user calls involving alternative billing mechanisms for resale services? 

b.  Should the ICA include terms and conditions for billing and collection arrangements between the Parties for end user calls involving alternative billing mechanisms for facilities based services?

c. Should the Agreement include Attachment 20: NICS?
	4
	a. 16.0, 16.1

b. § 16.2.1, Attachment 20: Clearinghouse


	16.0
Alternatively Billed Calls-Resale Services and Network Elements. 

16.1  Alternatively Billed Calls-Resale Service and Network Elements.
16.1.1  Alternatively Billed Service (“ABS”) is a service that allows end-users to bill calls to accounts that may not be associated with the originating line.  There are three types of ABS calls:  calling card, collect and third number billed calls.  The billing and compensation of ABS calls exchanged between AT&T and SBC MISSOURI are governed by a separate 13-state ABS Agreement (“ABS Agreement”).  CLECs which adopt this Interconnection Agreement pursuant to 252(i) of the Act, must also adopt the ABS Agreement, which is legitimately related to AT&T’s Interconnection Agreement.  

16.1.2  The Parties agree that the ABS Agreement shall have an independent term of existence commencing on May 1, 2003 and expiring on August 1, 2004 (subject to Commission approval), but THAT IT SHALL NOT MODIFY OR EXTEND THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE UNDERLYING INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT OR OTHERWISE AFFECT THE NEGOTIATION AND/OR ARBITRATION OF SUCCESSOR AGREEMENTS BETWEEN THE PARTIES

16.2  Alternatively Billed Calls-Facility-Based Services

16.2.1 Recording and billing of alternately billed intrastate intraLATA, local and/or toll calls that terminates to an end user that is serviced by either UNE-P or facility based services will be handled through a separate agreement between the Parties.


	AT&T initially proposed that the separate agreement on alternatively billed services (“ABS”) for UNE-P, the ABS Agreement, also include resale services.  While SBC concurs with AT&T that the parties successfully negotiated a 13-STATE ABS settlement agreement for UNE-P, SBC contends that the agreement does not cover resale and resale should not be part of the ABS settlement for UNE-P.  AT&T continues to believe the billing and compensation for ABS calls exchanged between AT&T and SBC should be handled outside of the <<ICA>>; however, AT&T no longer will require resale service to be included in the existing ABS Agreement. 

AT&T has proposed that, as with resale and UNE-P services, the billing and collection of the alternatively billed services calls for facilities-based services should be the subject of a separate agreement between the parties. While SBC seems to agree that separate agreements are appropriate for ABS calls for facilities-based services, SBC’s proposed language in Section 16.2.1 of Attachment 28, Comprehensive Billing nevertheless includes an ABS billing and settlement process.

Arrangements for ABS calls are in the nature of billing and collection agreements.  Interconnection agreements under section 252 of the Act are for the purpose of establishing interconnection for the exchange of traffic and the sale by the incumbent carrier of certain services such as UNEs and collocation to a CLEC.  A billing and collection agreement that makes AT&T SBC’s agent for billing end users for retail services provide by SBC, or other carriers, is not required by the Act.  As a result, arrangements for ABS calls should not be included in an interconnection agreement and should not be the subject of an arbitration under section 252 of the Act.  AT&T is not required by the Act to enter into a billing and collection arrangement with SBC for ABS calls.

Under the SBC proposal, AT&T would be required to automatically bill on SBC’s behalf at a rate that doesn’t begin to cover its costs. AT&T will then be required to collect those charges from its customer that accepted those charges when it has no ability to control call completion.  As a result, SBC’s proposal shifts to AT&T all the costs and risks of billing and collection for a service AT&T did not even provide.  SBC’s proposal exposes AT&T to costs of billing, costs of collection and the risk of being unable to collect.  These are all topics that require negotiation.

AT&T seeks to make these ABS processes subject to a separate negotiated agreement whereby all the details with respect to these billing and collection costs and responsibilities are part of a stand-alone defined agreement.  AT&T is prepared to enter into such discussions with SBC at any time. Such an agreement should be separate from the interconnection agreement because billing and collection agreements for retail services provided by third parties are not required by the Act.  

Direct Testimony of Richard Guepe at pp. 30-34

Guepe Rebuttal at 32-36.

	16.0  Alternatively Billed Services
16.1  Alternatively Billed Calls-Network Elements.
16.2 Alternatively Billed Calls-Facility-Based Services

16.2.1  The Parties acknowledge that intrastate/intraLATA calls will be placed using local and toll services of one Party that will be billed to the customer for local service of the other Party.  In order to ensure that these calls are properly accounted for and billed to the appropriate customer, the Parties agree to settle these calls whereby the Party that bills its customer for the call will remit the revenues (less a message billing charge) to the Party who originated the call.  This settlement of alternatively billed calls between SBC MISSOURI and AT&T will be settled by Attachment 20: Clearinghouse

	While AT&T and SBC have negotiated a 13-STATE ABS Settlement Agreement for UNE-P, that agreement is not applicable to resale or facilities-based calls.  It specifically applies ONLY to UNE-P. AT&T may not, by arbitration, seek to change the terms of a signed agreement with SBC. 

AT&T's language, which references a separate written agreement, is meaningless and if the Commission adopts AT&T's language, SBC is left without any language to address resale and facilities-based ABS calls. 

Furthermore, AT&T has misrepresented SBC’s position in it Michigan 271 filing.  Hosting service currently does not address the settlement of alternately billed calls earned and billed in the same region.  CLECs can pick from various LECs to perform the Hosting service.  AT&T did not choose SBC.  Alternately billed calls earned and billed in the same region are not settled via AT&T’s Host. 

NICS addresses the settlement of alternately billed calls earned and billed in the same region The NICs appendix is applicable to SBC Midwest only and does not apply to CLECs operating in California and Missouri.  .   

Smith Direct 78-84
	


� 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 AT&T and opposed by SBC MISSOURI.
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Bold represents language proposed by SBC MISSOURI and opposed by AT&T.
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