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DIRlIb:T OIAL: (202) 4H-3048

_fFILE COpy ORIGINAL

March 25, 1996

Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20054

Dear Chairman Hundt:

"ICHARD oJ. HDZGJ:R
G.N.~CoUNS~

The Association for Local Telecommunications Services ("ALTS") respectfully
requests your help in resolving certain problems involving implementation ofthe
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (U'96 Ace'). We realize the CoJDmission is working
very hard to carry out its many duties under the '96 Act with limited resources and
demanding time limits, so we are reluctant ~ add to that burden. .However, the
fundamen1al structure ofthe '96 Act assumes that competitive local ~change camers
(CCCLECs") will be able immediately to seek interconnection from incumbent local
exchange C8l'riers ("ILECs"), and that interconnection agreements successfully completed
under the '96 Act will play an important role in the Commission's review of requests
from the Regional Bell OperatiDg Companies ("RBOCs") to enter in-region interLATA
service punuant to Section 271. This fundimental assumption is·being undc;rput by the
following obstacles encountered by ALTS's members in their attempts to negotiate
interconnection agreements:

• Although the '96 Act specifically imposes a duty of good faith negotiation
upon incumbent local exchange carriers. several ILECs have askecl CLECs
to sign non-disclosure agreements which effectively shield the ILEC from
the consequences of subsequently failing to bargain in soad faith, and
which also bar access to important infoIm8tion needed by state agencies to
carry out 1heir statutory duties.
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• The '96 Act carefully preserves the states' ability to impose pro-competitive
requirements on ILECs which are consistent with the standards of the Act,1

yet some ILEes arc usiDg adoption of the '96 Act as an excuse to withdraw
existing interconaeetion tariffs, to call into question the availability of
existing Federal virtual collocation tariffs, to terminate existing negotiations
undertaken pursuant to state laws, and to defend their failure to comply
with existing interconnection agreements.

• At least one fi..EC has asked a CLEC to demonstrate its compliance with
local entry requiremen~ and to describe the CLEC's intended services,
prior to the commencement ofnegotiations.

We know all these acts will eventually be found unlawful because they so plainly
violate the '96 Act. But the certainty ofeventual relief - whether from the Commission.,
state aaencies, or from higher management in the ILECs -- will not help ALTS's members
neaotiatc successful agreements within the DIllOW time frames contemplated by the '96
Act for the successful implementation of local competition. Accorctingly, ALTS asks that
the Commission speak out immediately, and make it unmistakably clear that: (1) all
existing pro-eompetitive interconnection statutes, tariffs, agreements, and negotiations
should continue until such time as they may be supplanted by Federally-mandated
repl~ arrangements at a CLEC's request; (2) any ILEC request for general non
disclosure agreements in negotiations covered by the statutory good faith bargaining
requirement is a prima facie violation of Section 25 l(c)(1); and (3) ILEe requests for
evidence of a eLEC's compliance with state entry requirements, or ILEC inquiries into a
CLEC's intended services, are prima facie violations of Section 251(c)(l).

1.1
" for General ConfidcDdllitv AIJl!CIDCDts - Members of ALTS have been asked

by Southwestern Bell, as well as other !LECs, to sign general confidentiality agreements
which permit either party to label information or documents as "Confidential
InfOlDUltion" without limitation, and thereby preclude disclosure of even the most critical
aspects of negotiation discussions (m Attachment A for a copy of the non-disclosure
agreement requested by SWB). According to SWB, only the portions of agreements
which are successfully negotiated should ever become public, and the bargaining

1~ Conference Report (H. REP. 104.456) on Section 2S1(d):" ... nothing precludes
the enforcement ofState regulations that arc consistent with the requirements ofnew section
251."
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behavior of the parties as to uuresolvcd matters should be kept out of the sight ofthe
states and the Commission (Attachment A at ~ 1).

Wbile no n.EC has yet mqpircd the signing of such an qreemat as a condition
for negotiations. it is manifest that even requestiDg such apeemeats has an impermissible
cbil1ing effect on negotiations. The '96 Act places a duty ofgood faith J1eIOtiations on
both ILEC and CLEC negotiators (Section 251(eX1)). A pneral confidentiality
qreement effectively rips this provision out of the statute, since neither party would ever
to able to submit evidence concerning even the most earegious instances ofbad faith
negotiation to ~itrators or state agencies. Absent access to this information, state
implementation ofdisputed issues would be effectively crippled.

ALTS is not issuing a broad challenge here to all ILEC requests for confidentiality.
Depending on the circumstances. there may be situations involviDg sensitive business
da1a where specific confidentiality requests could be appropriate. But it is plain that
askin, for agreements which give either party the b1IBka ability to require non-disclosure
through mere labeling has a nelative effect OD negotiations. CLECs which receive such
requests have to weigh the possibility of retaliation if Ihey decline to sign, or, at a
minimum, face the possibility that their negotiations will trail behind the negotiations of
those CLECs which do accept such proposals. The Commission should prevent such an
obvious attempt to circumvent the '96 Act, and find that any requests for blanket
confidentiality agreements. even on a so-called "voluntary" basis. is a prima facie
violation of Section 251(c)(1).

'nitration of.Ell.till State Pro-C0awtitiR.lllitj,tiyM. CoDaress could not
possibly have intended to~ the existing interccmnection right ofCLECs pending
issuance of the Commission's Section 2S1 regulations, because the '96 Act is intended to
further local competition by increasing the interconnection rights ofCLECs.
Accordingly, it should be obvious that all existing interconnection tariffs should continue
to remain in effect at both the state and Federallcvels. and that all on-going statc
sponsored competitive initiatives continue unimpaired until new, CLEC-requested
81Tanpments are available to replace them without interruption. But. incredibly enough.
some n..ECs are attempting to tum this aspect of the '96 Act upside down:

• US WEST stopped its on-going negotiations with Electric Lightwave. Inc. for
several weeks following passage of the '96 Act, claiming that state-sponsored
negotiations had to be confonned with the new Federal legislation.
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• US WEST and GTE have submitted petitions for "clarification" and rehearing in
the Oregon PUC's proceediDp deaJma with local competition,2 as well as in
MiDDesota concerning MCImetro'5 application for local authority,J in which they
assert that: "Nothing in the Federal Act suaests or contemplates interim or
temporary arrangements. Radler, the Federal Act directs the parties to devote their
energy toward reachiDa a c;q'.lwrt1m and permanent mangement;" (Initial
Comments of US WEST filed March 18, 1996, at p. 7 (AttaGhment B); emphasis
supplied).

• US WEST also attempted to withdraw an iDtetcoDnection tariff in Utah which it
had filed pursuant to a pro-competitive state enactment, claiming its provisions
needed to be coordinated with the '96 Act ("'The tariff cmrently filed by US
WEST is an irvamuI'i* yehjck for the Commission to rule OD these issues, and
has, therefore, been witWrawn;n Comments ofUS WEST in Docket No. 95·2206
01, filed Februaty 27, 1996, at p. 3; emphasis supplied).

• Ameritech recently implied in Michigan that the passage of the '96 Act
terminated an interconnection ammaement it had negotiated under state agency
supervision with Brooks Fiber (fol1llerly City Signal).

• Ameritech temporarily demurred about continuing to offer service under its
existiDg virtual coll~ation tariffs (Attachment C). While higher management
subsequently retreated on this issue, there remains a serious issue as to whether
Ameritech's implementation ofthe '96 Act comports with the philosophy
expressed in its "Customers First" Plan.

"rIaPA With LoW lAtty BeqI1rcm'Pta, and Djldoturc ofSeryica- SWB has
taken upon itselfthe task ofreviewing CLECs' compliance with local entry requirements
as part ofresponding to interconnection requests, and has even asked prospective
competitors to describe the services they intend to offer (~Attachment D).

2 I" the Matter oftlteAppllctltioft ofEl«tric u,lttwave, Inc. For (J CertiflCllte
ofAuthority to Provitk TelccoJflJllllIlic:tItioftS SD'Vius in Oregon, OR CP 1, CP 14, CP
15.

3 I" tile MfIlter oftlte AppliClltkJlI ofMCImetro Access TrtlnSmission Services,
lire. For a Certiflctlte ofAuthority. MN Docket No. P5321INA-96-170.
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The time is long put when local monopoly providers could try to carry out their
view of"public policy" by burdeDin& their competition with ''protective coupliDg
devices" (in the case of c:ustomer premises equipment), or by denyiDg intereonn.ection to
competitors (in the case of speciaJigd common caniers). The issue ofcompliance with
what few local entty requirements may remain under the '96 Act is certaiDly an important
issue, and needs to be resolved appropriately. However, SWB's obligation to commence
neaotiatioDS under Sections 251 and 252 is Dot qualified in any fashion by SWB's desire
to e:aforce its own particular reading of Section 253. Indeed, because CLECs are
currently able to offer interstate access without any express authorization, discussion of
state authorization is unwarranted and plainly anti-<:ompetitive.

Similarly, it is quite important that the technical details ofa requested
interconnection agreement be fully explained, but it is no business ofSWB·s what
&Isemces"a CLEC intends to provide pursuant to an agreement The Commission should
declare that fi..ECs have no right to investipte the business of their competitors. nor their
compliance with remaining entry requirements.

We understand that resolving these issues is a burden that would have to be added
to the many pro-competitive tasks the Commission needs to complete successfully in the
next few weeks. But these problems are seriously impeding the negotiation process, and
cannot be cured promptly without Commission intervention. We appreciate your
consideration of these important matters, and we would be pleased to discuss them
further with you at your convenience.

Best regards.

cc: Hon. James H. QueUo
Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
Hon. Rachelle B. Chong
Hon. Susan Ness
Ms. Regina Keeney
Mr. Richard Metzger
Mr. James Schlichting
Mr. Richard Welch
Counsel for each RBOC
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ATTACHMENT A

M1JTDAL CONlIDENTJAx,ny AlID M01!DIftClDSJlRE AGREEMENT

WHIiREAS, IDtelCom Group (U.s.A.), Inc. IIlCl ita subsidiary companies, and
IoudtwlltenlBell T..,boae COIIIfI1IY (coIlemIiwIlJ. the~...to eater into
n IId d~ .......the rates. ......OCIDdidoas....wIIicIa SWBT will pnMde
~ to ICG pursuIDt to the TlllCOI1IIIIJrii .tioas Ad. of1996 (the •Act"); and

WBEI1EAS, the PudM' ,..di·';ons.....lIriy include the disclOlUte of
trade secnts aDd other bish1y confWeacW udlor"proprietary iDfOnnatiori and data by the PIrties;

NOW. 'I'B:ERBPOlU; in COIIIideratioD ofIIIJIUa1 promises exchanged aad other
aooct ad wluable consideration. the receipt IIId adequacy ofwbich IR hereby acknowledged. the
PIdieI ..... to the foBowina \ami JOWI'DiDI the COIdideatiIlity ofeerWn informatlOD ODC party
f'Ow-") may disclose to the other party~ Ju UIOd in this ApemeDt. the term
'1t.ecipieat" includes any ofthcRecipieat's eployoes or 1pfttS;

1. DEFINrnONS. For purposes oftbis CodcIeatiality and Nondilclosure
~ ("Apemontj. "CoaIdaa1 IabaaioD" IIleIDI aD iAformadon ofOwner or another
pIlt)' whole iDformation Owner has in WI poueaion UDder obBptions ofconfidentiality, in
wJ.wt form transmitted. reIatina to .,.....p&ms or operadons, necwork desip, systems and
pre lDdIor the sale, purcbue. aDd use at1C'Vices, which is clisc10sed by Owner or its
.... to J1ecipient or its affiliates iDdicwtjna its confidcDtiIl and proprietary nattn IDd marked
c:oatIdendeI or proprietary. The tmn MaE'ce" shall mean any penon or entity controlling.
CODUOIlecl by or under common c:onuol with a party. The iDfomwion, ifin tangible form, shill be
JDIrbd prominently with a legend identifYins it as confidential. Ifthe information is oral, then. it
sbalIbe presumed by the Recipient to be confidctiil.

Notwithstanding the foresoiaa, COafideratia1 Informatioa shall not include any
iDfonMticm ofOwDer that (a> wu ill die public domain at the time oftbe disdosiDg party's

.eo-"NedoDs thereofto the receMDs party; (b) .... the public domain through DO 6u1t of
the......party subsequeat to the time ofthe diIcIoIiDa party's c:ommuDiCltiOD thenofto the
reoeiviDI party; (c) was in the receiviDa party'l possessiona- ofany obligation ofconfidence at
the time ofdiIclosure by the other party; or (d) wu diIc10secl to the receivin& party by a nonparty
source. heofany obligation ofcoa6dell~after disdoIure by the patty; or (e) was deYeIopocl by
tIIIployea or aacnts ofthe rocci" party inclepencIeatly or IDd without reference to 8DY ofthe
Con6deatiIl Information that the cf.iIc:loIiDs party bas provided to the receiving party. This
....shall not preclude either Party from carciIIDg its riJbts to seek mediation or

. uWtxllioD in accordance with the At;t with respect to these negotiations; howewr, in the event of
such ...liation or arbitrations. the Parties.. to seek COD6cleDtial tratment ofinfonution
diIcloMd in that process. In the eva the Parties reach an iDterconnection agreement which is
Ipprovecl by the applicable State regulato[)' commission, the Panies agree to file that approved
agreement as a public record in accordance with the Act.
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2. OWlftRSRJP. All COIIfiddaIIDformadoa in wbateYer form (incll1dil1&
widl1imitatioD, iDfonDatiou ill COIIIPUtIr software or MId ill electronic....media) sball be and
rtIDIin property crOwner. All such CoaIdaN' Infbnnadoa IbIII be ntumecf to Owner
promptly upon writtaa request aDd sbaIl DOt be recaiDed ill .", form byB.ocipient.

3. NONDJICLOS1JBE. BMiP-t1bID_diIcIoIo III)' CoaIdenti·J
It6n-'hDto., peaoaor tIIIity...empIoyoos or ~who have a DtIId to
bow..wIIo bave hem iaf'oaDed ofad... to .....by oNip6xas__ this .
At#:. pet Neilber rec::ipItIIt IhIIl cIbc:1oIe Coa&cIeatiaI InfotmmoA to its"ateswithout prior
wriItIIl DOtice to the other. Prior to my IUCh access, the lecipieDt shall infbrm each IUCh
,.•• 'Wive oftile proprietaly Ind codcIentiIl nature oftile iftformadoll and oltbeRecipient's
~.douUDd.- this Agreemml Bleb such reprellntatM IbID abo be idxmed that by
ICCIep1iaa such access, he thereby ...... to be bound by the provisions oftbis~.
Furthermore, by aUowing any such access. the Recipimt .... to be ID.CI remain jointly and
severally liable for any disclosure by any such representative wbic:h is not ill accmdance with this
~ Becipieat iball use DOt.. than the SlIDe d..-ofcare to avoid disclosure of
CoddadiallDformatioll U llecipieat uses for its own COD6cItntiaI iatbrmatiOD oflike importaDee
and., at a minimum shall exercise reuoDable care. The Parties asrec that this Agreement does DOt

probibit the disclosure ofConfideo.tial Information where applicable Jaw requires. iDclucfmg but
not limited to, in response toIU~aodIor orders ofa govemmental aseDey' or court of
compoteIlt jw:Uclietion. In the event the Recipient receives an asency or court subpoena or order
~ such disclosure ofConfIdlDdal Information. Recipient sbal1 immediately, and in DO event
later than five (5) days after receipt. notify Owner in writing. AD rishts and obIiptions under this
Aar-nent sbaU. survive the expiraaion or termination ofItJY conaract or other aar-meat between
Owner and llecipient. The obUgatiODS 01 tho Particsunder this AanemeDt shaD continue and
survive the completion ofthe aforesaid discussion sand shall remain binding for a period oftwo
(2) years ·from the date ofexecution ofthis Agreement. This provision shall remain binding for
the abovo-staUId period, even ifthe Parties abandon their efforts to undenake a possible business
transaction together.

4. REMEDIES. Tbe Parties agree that, in the event ofa breach or· threatened
breach oftbe terms oftbis AIreemtIlt. Owner may seek aDy and an reliefawDable in Jaw or
equity u a remedy for aJd1 breach. includins but DOt 1imitod to. monetaly etamaps, specific
performance, and injunc:tive relief: The Parti. acknowledp that "confideDtia11Dformation is
valuable and UDique and that disclosure will result in imparable injwy to Owner. In the event of
ItJY breadl ofthis Agreement for which legal or equitable relief is souJht, an reasonable attorney's
fees and other reasonable costs associated therewith. shall be recoverable by the prevailing Party.

S. DISCLAIMER. This Aafeement and the disclosure and receipt of
ConDdeatia1lDformation do not create or imply (i) any ap-eemeDt with respect to the sale.
purcba.se. or pricing ofany product or service;. or (Ii) any right conferred, by 1iceme or otherwise,
in any Confidential Information or in any patent, trademark, service mark. copyright, or other
intellectual property.

6. COMPLETE AGREEMENT. This A8fc:ement (i) is the complete agreement
ofthe Parties concerning this subject matter and supcrsc:des any prior such agreements; (Ii) may
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DOt be amcdecI -copt in writing sipaf by the Parties; and (IB) is executed by authorized
~ ofeac:b party.

7. GOVERNING LAW. This Agreement is govemed by the laWi ofthe state of
Texas.

8. SUca:sso:a AND ASSIGNS. 1'bit Asreemeat sbaII beadt and be biDding
OIl tbe Pmies 'below Iftd their IUCCllIOIS IDd '.ps.

SOlJTllWZSTERN BELL TELEPHONE
COMPANY

BY B~S@~
PrintN&me Print Namer:R,~~~
Address !Midress QI-Js.~ MQI'- S u~:\e ~g

s.\. . lou\ ~, N..6 ~~ I~ \

Dlte Date ~ {~.\t--.g~.~------
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ATIACHMENT B

STATEOFM~ESOTA

B£FORB mE PUBLIC UTlunES COMMISSION

Joel J..,,
lfto...., 8\U'ton
~IJohnsoQ

DeeKaaak
DottStionn

In the Matter of the Application of MClmetro
Aanu TtaNSmiaion SC1"Yicea. IftC. for II.

Certificate ofAurhority to Provi4c toeal Exchange
T.lecomraunicationl Scrvica: Local ~~I.
Swvica; 'Privace Line.rld Switc;hcd aaet S.,ecial
Acccss Scrvices

Chair
Commitsioncr
Commiaioner
Com",iaaionor
Commissioner

Docket No. PSJ21INA-96·170

Initial Co_m...ts of U S WEST Communications, Inc.,
Oft the A"li.tioll fur II. Certificate of

Authurit,- by MCI",.tro

U S WEST CommWll=tions. Inc. ("U S WiS"i") submitS the following inirinl

CO!NDcfttl oil the applicalion by MClmctro Access Transmission SCrYices, Inc:,

("MCImetto") for. certificate of authority. Minn. Stat. § 237.16 Md the Federal

Tclc:communications Ace of t996 (chc - Acf') § 253 iAdicate that neW entrants such lUi

MCImetro mil)' receive authority to pravide loca.l services in exchanges served by

incumbent local exc:hanae carriers such u U S WBST. The issues the Commission must

aclclress in this docket retate to !he adequacy of MClmcD'O's tiling 'LIlldcr applicable

;ill&C.UI.CS, how the Commission will be assured that MCIm~ will meet .n of its

obligations under the Act and \InCier MiM. Stat. Ch. 237, md the terms and conditions
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Commission shoule.! require that MClmetro adcJre2is these obli8~dons before a;nlntiftg Q

certificate.

c. The N.cjatie. ergs§' Ip the F,d.ra' Act Prscmpb the Jp',dm
ti...dptiyR Prp"" In S'pl' LA!!.

MClmetro has requ4Isted intereonnection necoli:ltion:; with U S WES'r under

Minn. Stat. § 237.16, subd.. 10, which sets forth a process for interim arr..tn"ements (or

interconnection. U S WEST ~liflVes t~t this interim interconnection proc:cdure i:l in

conllicr with the negoliation proce$S outlined in section 252 of the Act. As such. the

Feder4J Act dictates the process: ~d lime(r:ames under which U S WEST~ MClmetro

will estAblish inl~rconnec:tion .:lrT:an;em~nlS.

I( the: SltHe and r.deroal laws conflict. lhen the scal. law must yi.ld Co the rederal

la.w. The Minncsota slntul•• which W:lS en01cted before the F.acra.! Acr~ must now be

interpr.ted in Hlht of the new fedenal oblillltioft5. structure and process. The Federal Act

contAins th. foHowin. provisions that M.ve 01 bearing on the relationship or th:lt law to the

Minnesota Statute:

• Section 251(<:)(1) establishes a mUN31 duty on both the new entr3.nt and the

incumbent L.Ee to negotiate. in am faith in accotc!Mce with the procedures

set fOM in section 252 to NJfiU the obligations outlined in the Federal Act.

• Section 2S2(b) cives the pftrties 13S days to aac:mpt tn negotiate the many

complex issues before a third patty can be,m to impose a resolution. If

ubicration is nec:essGJ')', it mu,t be completed within. 9 months 4ftet the

process bcllU'l. Thus, the lItGtute sets all expeditious schedule, but .150

6
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rel:ogni~s thllt the multiple. complclC and int~rrel:lt.ed issues wlll reqIJitc

severAl months to resol....e.

• Nomin; in the F.d.raJ Act $I.IIBnts or conrcmplates, interim or tempoMlt)'

atrlUlscments. Rather, the' Feder-II Act dirccg the ~i.s to devote their

energy reward reacninr I comprehen,ive and permanent ~rmngemenc.

• Section 2S2(c:) provides th::lt jf Oll'bitr:ltion i$ tce:tColired, lhen the: arbitr:ator muse

apply the new rf:~lIl\l(ions to be prescribed by the FCC as the dedsion-m:lking

c:ritceri:a. These regul:uions, however, will not .,. available until about six

month$ :1ftcr the Fcdc~1 Act w~ efUlcted.

• Section 251 (8) provid~~ lhal until the FCC ucJoPI$ new regul:!lions, the

preexistina rules 3nd oblig~tions will continue to apply. Thu5, the pOlrtics

todQY are opcr:l.ting undc:r the s:une obliaadons with r"~pec{ to

intercoMc:c;tion., unbundling, etc.• 85 applied. prior to enactment of the Federal

Act.

The MiNlesota structure must be evaluated in lilht of these provisions. Section

237.16, s&lbd 10(a), permits a new encratlt to obtalll a certificate of authority before the

Commission completes its competition rules on August 1, 1997. However, section

237.16, 5ubd. 100c), provides th&t during that interim time, the same rules 41'\d rime

flames u cnablished by the FCC for interconnection shDuld be applied to intrastate

services. Iu dc:scribcd in the points listed. Above, the Fedens1 Act provides that me new

oblisatioftl cia nor take etfcct W1til \he FCC issues its new reau1:st1ons, and .fter that time

7
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ATTACHMENT C

I...... ID inquire IIbout ItMdIMI for..virtuII.~~af1helocationS
.... billow tI8I were aubn*Id an f'ftNIty 29 and March 1. ThM! is high intIItest to provide
.... in ....1oc'8tions and .e WOUld like to schedule CClnItNdion to achieve the artiest
po.... seMc:e dates.

LOCATION APPiJ!1'riON ,,-itfIdi Rl!QUUTED
Sam- 8 ........ SER~DATE

INJIORIIA1JON DUE
tiOIIInd-Main FebrU8ly 29. 1_ MIIrdIt,1. Match 29. 1986
Z••1Ind FtlbNwy 29, ,. MItch 16.1. April 19, 1996
GNnd~e F~29,1_ MM:ft~,1_ May 3. 1995
QIWld Rapids-West ~29,1_ April 12. ,. May 10. 1996
DuIiDn March 1.1. Marda16,'. April 26. 1996
Jo4ud101Mt1e MM:h1.1. '-26,1996 May 24. 19ge
cu.,...Park MlIn::tt 1. ,. ' May 10, 1. JUM7, '9i6

PIBaIe pnMde me a sc:hIdule of CS8\es tt\at ArNrit.c:h intwnds tD meet baed on the service datft
~ in the appfic::;ltions.

If you haVe any questions please call (616) 224 4.03

Sincerely.

Roger L Huc1ey
....__• ManagIr.cdoc:Mioo SeMces
....FiIW~,tnc.
51$~""$N
Grand Rapids, MI 49548

•.,~:
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Dear Jesse,
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ATTACHMENT C

I...... to kIquife about ICMdI.fII5 forlne vil'UIiI~~ of the tocIItions
.... b8Iow thBr were submbJd an Fetwuary 29 and tMrdI1. Ttwe is higtl intIIreSt to provide
__ in thMelocations and we would IiI<e to 1Chedu1e conItrucIion 10 achieve the artiat
P4lstAe seMc::8 dales.

LOCATION

t~

ZeelIncI
GNnd Rapid$-Empire
~ Rapids-west
QuIIl)n

...~
0t:JII-.:k Park

APPUI!lfiOH

~2I.1_

Februlfy 29. '996
F~29,1_

February 29, 1.
Mlm:h1.1.
MM:h1,1•
MarcIt 1, 1996

A_ J"f'ICiIi
....PING

INPORIIATIOH DUE
u.rcnt,1.
M.at 16.1.
tMn::h ~, 1996
April 12. 1_
M8Idl16,'.
~26.1996

, Nay 10. 1996

SERVlC2 DATE

March 29, 1916
Apti11S1, 15196
May3.19~

May 10. 1996
April 26. 1996
May 24, 19ge
June 7.'996

PiBeM pcoW:fe me a sc:heCSule of <Sates 1t\at Ameri*", "*""ds 10 meet baed on the service dates
req~ in the appliClltions.

If you h8ve eny questions ptease QIiIIl (615) 224-4403

Sincerely.

Roger L HUt1ey
if9nu,tnSJ Managec'..cGlIocadon SeMces
..... FIbIrComrnunicItions, Inc.
57SI81\ .... SW
Gtanct Rapids, MI 49548
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APR-23-1996 17:02 FROM ALT~

~~~·Da~.l.· .

TO 4181413 P.14/18
lIIU ..... J UU"'

.. ........

.....~

1ft HsIIt at the Tel.' mic.U_ Ad. al 1_. I -- Jr-t. ...
i~.".rm d wi......... MIlS ~ic:e ...... I., ! f S

....1...:1 liFter 12-87-96 until r....u.r _it=-. .

"'ld J'IIU .-ti.. ar 1"III(U1... EIribIr il1f......l-,
.1_ c:rMtId. Fiw fk::aMoIt. £aa7aliue far cldails.

J.P.'" hla
....lbda tal1ocation ltaull8ar
(517) 3J7-]SR
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Entry Into The ' "
~Qcal-relephone. .

Exchange Bus,lness ;', :;
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FIrst 'Polnt otConflict
SWBT'

Local Service Provider
Account 'Team

---""----.----

11
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o
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Southwestern Bell· Telephone
(SWBT) has estabUshed a local
Servfce Provider (lSP) Account;
Team to address the needs of
LSPs. The meinbers of the LSP
Account Team possess diverse
backgrounds in the are~ of
telecommunications and are
available to addr~s lSP inquires
regarding 'service esta~lishm'ent:
The LSP Account Team serves
as the first point of contact for
potential LSPs and works In
tandem with many other
telecommunlcalkms experts
throughout SWBT to ensure LSP
service needs 'are met. .

LSP Account,T~m .

Southwestem BeD Telephone
one Bell Plaza
. Stilte 0525."

Dallas, TX .75202 ~
" .

Phone: 214-484-1685
Fax: 214-484-1_ SWBTIWI'....

Doing Business·
With . ",:'

.' Southwestern Be'ti' "'-:
Telepho~e Company ,
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Wh,t are the requirements to enter ,the local telephone
excha"ge~arket1

rtJL~alEX~h.~~Routing GUlde'(L~~,~);
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-Locel Access Service Tar,"
-Local ExchMp Tarl" .
-G8nMI/~ Tariff-In"..,..~ rlll1H,
-Inferst.,. Access rar""

. ,

laSWBT Terms

fatax 'EicedtpltOn FMms

SpecifiC Information arid applicabJ~
lorms "are inc'uded In this Informational
packet.

"Sf... s""..... or Rules

, ... - . , - .'.-. ,-- - -.. ~. -~

mo r 8 l~fi If\.)

O~her resourc~ Information reg~~dl~1 ~
entry Into the local 9xchangetelephoAe D

busln~ss, is 'also ,avan.ab.le. " An',L~,pl ~
~y ~sh to,'obtain o~e or several:ot
these resources: ", ' '.

({JNXX Assignments

ItfCommon Language Location
Idflnl'flcatlon COtkis (CLUrMJ

,.fiJOperallng Company Number (OCH)

In addition, faciHly based lSPs will
need 10 obtain the foJlowlng:

-. ,

meon/lrmallon 01 End User AuthDrlzallon

riiToll Free ""ans 01 Communlcetlon
(For &r.,tce Ord.r &~, CoordJmJtlon}

Additional Bequiremen~

In order to facilitate successful
provisioning for the resale of local
exchange telephone services and/Ot'
fnterconnecUon arrangements wtth

,.SWBT, an lSP must also provide the
following:

In addition to the items noted above, an
LSP may find it helprul to obtain other
Information pertaining to the

,oprovlsionlng 91 local exchange
telephone service in the stafe(s) which

, ·the lSP intends to do business.

~

In order to, provide local exchange
telephone, service, basic local
telecommunications service. or
switched' access' service, certification
must. be obtained from· the ,applicable
State eomniisslon.

CoPies o'-theapplicatioo 'orms can be
,°ootalned by cont.acting' the 'S.t~t,9

Commission,oll'ectly. ,Contact numbers
for each Commissloh are'lncluded in
this Informational packet"

To express interest in' initiating
negotiations' for loea'l" interconnecUon.
an LSP'shoutd submit a wriUen request
to SWBT. This request should outine
requirements 'for 'the 'desired
intercon,nection arrangements. Once
a request 'Is received, SWBT will
promptly schedule an initial meeting 10

,obegin negotiations.


