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	What are the appropriate cost-based rates for the elements in dispute between the Parties?
	1
	See attached list of disputed rates

Lines 22-25

28-55

59-62

65

70-85

87-91

96-99

251-253


	See AT&T’s Proposed Rates on the attached list of disputed rates.
	AT&T believes that its proposed rates constitute appropriate forward-looking cost-based rates that should be ordered by the Commission,  Generally, these are the rates from the Parties’ existing ICA.  

Rhinehart Direct Testimonyat pp. 72-75.

Rhinehart Rebuttal Testimony at pp. 32-33.
	See SBC MISSOURI’s Proposed Rates on the attached list of disputed rates.
	SBC MISSOURI believes that its proposed rates constitute appropriate forward-looking cost-based rates that should be ordered by the Commission.

Silver Direct 67-69

	

	Should routine network modifications be assessed an ICB rate, or, are the costs for routine network modifications already included within the UNE rates?
	2
	139
	See Pricing Schedule
	See UNE DPL Issue 18.
Rhinehart Rebuttal at p. 33.
	See Pricing Schedule
Smith Rebuttal 7-11
	See UNE DPL Issue 18

Smith Direct 31-32
	

	Should DCS rates be included in the ICA or should the ICA reference SBC’s federal tariff for these rates? 
	3
	226-238
	See Pricing Schedule
	See UNE DPL Issue 20
Rhinehart Rebuttal at p. 33
	See Pricing Schedule
Smith Rebuttal 12
	See UNE DPL Issue 20

Silver Direct 122; 124-125
	

	Should rates for entrance facilities be included in the ICA?
	4
	160-178
	See Pricing Schedule
	In Sections 1.2 through 1.2.1 of Attachment 11, Part B, Network Architecture, AT&T describes interconnection facilities which include entrance facilities.  Mr. John Schell discusses AT&T’s access to interconnection facilities in his testimony.  AT&T includes entrance facilities in the price list because AT&T is entitled to interconnection entrance facilities.  In fact, interconnection facilities are required to be provided based on Section 251(c)(2) of the Act under the same pricing terms as UNEs (i.e., at TELRIC).

Entrance facilities and interconnection facilities may be comprised of identical components, but they have different purposes and may have different end points. Entrance facilities connect end use customers to their carrier.  Interconnection facilities connect two carriers for the purpose of exchanging traffic between the carriers.  Given this clear distinction of function and purpose and the fact that the pricing standard for entrance facilities and interconnection facilities is identical, the pricing for entrance facilities (to be used only for interconnection purposes) should be included in the price list adopted in this case.

Rhinehart Direct Testimony at p. 76.
Rhinehart Rebuttal at pp. 33-34.
	See Pricing Schedule
	See UNE DPL Issue 2

Silver Direct 6-26; 99
	

	Should rates for VG/DS0 transport be included in the ICA?
	5
	181-195
	See Pricing Schedule
	See Rider DPL Issue 1
Rhinehart Rebuttal at p. 34.
	See Pricing Schedule
	See Rider DPL Issue 1

Silver Direct  15-26; 123-124
	

	Should the ICA include Attachment 20 and its corresponding rates?
	6
	319-321

323-325

336-341


	See Pricing Schedule 
	See Comprehensive Billing DPL Issue 4
Rhinehart Rebuttal at p. 34.
	See Pricing Schedule
	See Comprehensive Billing DPL Issue 4

Silver Direct 78-84


	

	Should the ICA include the UNE Rider Rates?
	7
	Separate Sheet of Pricing Schedule
	See Pricing Schedule
	Yes.  Since the UNE Rider is part of the ICA, its accompanying rates should be included within the ICA.
Rhinehart Rebuttal at pp. 34-35.
	Silver Rebuttal 25-27
	
	

	A. What rates should apply to SBC for its use of AT&T’s Space?


	8
	424-437
	See Pricing Schedule
	AT&T proposes to use the DS1 port termination rates found in its Missouri tariff for access service.  Specifically, the rates above are found in P.S.C. Mo. No 20, AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc., Access Service Tariff, Price List, Original Sheets 10 and 11 (December 26, 2002).  The port termination rates in AT&T’s tariff, which have been agreed to by SBC in a number of other states, including all five former Ameritech states, are generally comparable to SBC’s charges for the same capability.  In the case of multiplexing charges, AT&T proposes to use the same rates that SBC Missouri charges AT&T.  Because, for multiplexing, there is an identical SBC Missouri rate element, AT&T proposes to simply use SBC Missouri’s rates.  AT&T’s proposed multiplexing rates are taken directly from lines 243-244 of the pricing schedule.  These proposed multiplexing rates are lower than the multiplexing rates contained in AT&T’s Missouri tariff for access services.

Henson Direct Testimony at pp. 13-16.
Henson Rebuttal Testimony at pp. 10-11.
	See Pricing Schedule
	A. The Commission should adopt rates proposed by SBC which are comparable to what AT&T would pay SBC Missouri for similar collocation arrangements.  
Silver Direct 73

A. 
	A. 


� 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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