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The Commi.gsion Should Define The Core Operational

Requirements. Ame itech agrees that the Commission should

promulgate a set o core requirements for interconnection and
anbundled network lements and define principles for colloca-
ction and resale. n defining federal core requirements, the
Zommission should uild on what has in fact been ordered and
implemented ir the states to date. In general, network ele-
ments that are pro ided today are technically feasible and
necessary for loca exchange competition. The Commission
should also includ - the obligations set out in the section 271
~hecklist in the ¢ re requirements. Beyond the core require-
ments, negotiation Dbetween the parties should determine what,
if any, additional =lements or interconnection points should
be provided to acc mmodate a party’s particular needs.

The Comm:. gssion’s Rules Should Not Delay Or Impede

States Committed T« Local Competition. The Commission’s

rulemaking must be onroad enough to accommodate the variations
in approaches that already have been implemented by states
committed to local =xchange competition. Indeed, recognition
of the demonstrabl progress made in states such as Illinois
and Michigan will xpedite the development of competition
#]lsewhere. Such a approach will enable procompetitive states
o continue forwar without the delay and distraction of

having to revise t eir current regulatory schemes.
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all telecommunicat ons carriers and additiocnal more specific
obligations on loc il exchange carriers ("LECs") and incumbent
LECs 1in an effort o eliminate barriers to facilities-based
competition and de egulation of the local exchange market-
place. The 1996 At also establishes the mechanism to create
additional competi ion for toll services, both intralATA and
interLATA.

As an in wumbent local exchange carrier that has been
innovative and prc active in eliminating barriers to local
competition, Ameri ech has a direct interest in the outcome of
~his rulemaking pr «ceeding. In Mar<sh 1993, Ameritech filed
with the Commissic its Customers First Plan which, among
nther things, prop sed the full interconnection and the
unbundling of Amer tech’s local network to facilitate local

3

exchange competiti n. The Customers First Plan has been

tmplemented in I.1 nois.® Since this filing, twenty-four state

ee Petition for a Declaratory Ruling and Related Waivers To

Establish a New Regulatory Model for the Ameritech Region
(filed March 1, 1993).

See Proposed Introduction of a Trial of Ameritech’s Custom-
ers First Plan ia Illinois, Order, Docket No. 94-0301

Consol. (Ill. Ccommerce Comm’'n Apr. 7, 1995) [hereinafter
Customersg First Jrder]. Unbundling and interconnection have
also been implem=nted in Michigan. See Application of City

Signal, Inc. for an Order Establishing and Approving Inter-
connection Arrar jements with Ameritech Michigan, Case No. U-
10647, at 19 Feo. 23, 1995) (hereinafter City Signal)

]
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~ertificates for siitched local exchange service have been ap-
proved for eleven eparate companies and another sixteen
pending applicatic s are expected to be approved shortly
within Ameritech’'s five-state region. These certified LECs,
in order of the da =2 of approval, include: MFS, Teleport,
7.S5. Signal (now B ooks Fiber), MCI Metro, Time Warner, AT&T,
MCI/Hancock, Conso idated Communications Telecom, SBMS, LCI
[nternational, and 7J.S. Network Communications. Both Illinois
and Michigan have onducted exhaustive reviews of many of the
requirements now < .dified in section 251. Ohio and Wisconsin
~his month are wra ping up industry-wide dockets on how to
facilitate local ¢ mpetition with rules expected by early
June. As a result nf these proceedings, Ameritech is now
interconnected wit local dialtone ~ompetitors in all of its
five states. It 1 providing unbundled loops, reciprocal
compensation, and ‘ortable numbers -"oday to competitors in
[1llinois and Michiijan. Ameritech’'s comments in this proceed-
ing are based, in arge part, on the experience it has gained
to date in providi g interconnection, network elements and
resold services tc competing providers of local exchange

service.
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I. FEDERAL IMPLEMENTING REGULATIONS SHOULD PROMOTE THE RAPID
DEVELOPMENT OF REASONABLE AND ECONOMICALLY EFFICIENT

FACILITIES-BA!

A. National
ments To

nomicall:

Section
sion with establis
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remove barriers to
agrees with the Co
fulfilling this ma
framework to facil
free negotiations,
federal district c
Commigsion to foll
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fundamental goals.
gso detailed that t
Second, federal re
and access to netw

designed to permit

See NPRM paras.
Commission’s te:

sED LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPETITION.

Rules Should Establish The Core Require-
Facilitate Operationally Viable And Eco-
r Rational Local Exchange Competition.

51(d) of the 1996 Act charges the Commis-
‘ing regulations +to implement the newly im-
ies of section 251, which are designed to
a competitive local marketplace. Ameritech
mission’s tentative conclusion that, in
idate, the Commission should (1) establish a
tate development of competition through
(2) provide guidance to states and the
urts, and (3) establish guidelines for the
‘w when carrying oSut its obligations under
Commission’s regulations must meet three
First, federal regulations should not be
iey stifle negotiations between the parties.
julations should facilitate interconnection
vk elements by developing a framework

operationally viable local exchange compe-

26-32. Ameritech further agrees with the
tative conclusion that there should be a

single set of standards with which both arbitrated agree-
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rition. Third, th federal pricing standards must be economi-
~ally rational so s to promote efficient economic entry in
particular facilit es-based competition, maintain affordable
rates, and compens te network providers for their costs.

In meeti g these basic goals, the Commission must
implement the 1996 Act in an integrated fashion by giving
meaning and purpos to each statutory provision. For example,
sections 251 (c) {(2) (c) (3", and (c) {4), which require inter-
connection, access to network elements, and resale, must be
read together as o e consistent policy to promote facilities-
based competition. Likewise, the duties in section 251 should
be read together w th the negotiati»n procedures and pricing
standards in secti n 252. In addit:on, as the Commission
recognizes,® the se “tion 251 obligations and the section 271
competitive checkl st requirements for Bell Operating Company
"BOC") in-region ong distance entry should be construed con-
gistently.

B. The Particular Terms And Conditions Of Facili-

ties-Based Entry Should Be Determined By Carri-
er Negotiation, Not Federal Regqulation.

The 1996 Act contemplates that the particular terms

and conditions pur :uant to which interconnection, network ele-

See NPRM para. -5 (recognizing that BOC Statements of gener-
ally available t=rms should be subiject to the same federal
standards as arfitration agreementg!

5
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and resale are provided will be negotiated
vill be based on the particular needs and

carriers involved.’ This duty to negotiate

‘h is imposed on both incumbent LECs and
carriers requesting interconnection alike

the 1996 Act. It reflects Congress'’s

julation® and its sound judgment that the

conditions should be determined, to the

;sible, by the parties involved, subject to

Tonsistent with the c¢lear intent of the 1996

should set the broad national rules to
now and leave the remaining details to

‘iations.!

<) (l); see also S. Rep. No. 23, 104th Cong.,
95) [hereinafter Senate Committee Report]
nds to encourage private negotiation of
agreements. ") .

4 (recognizing congressional commitment to

t trade press reveals, the negotiation

ated by Congress is working. See, e.qg.,
aily, May 13, 1996, at 4 (reporting that
ached interconne~tion agreements across its
n) .

various stages in negotiating with twelve
ns carriers pursuant to section 251 re-
arriers include existing competitive local
g and interexchange carriers, competitive
(continued. . .)



Ameritech Comments
May 16, 1996

The NPRM however, considers the adoption of de-

railed federal reg

for every possible

of private party n-

an approach is tha

rions.

Such an ap;

ro enable carriers

states to respond

Nr unique carrier

simply impossible

rechnical and

tions to those iss

comp

ro-carrier interco

Fueling

detailed rules is

"vastly superior b

assumption is over

LECs

Tannot unilat:

rhey negotiate. R

Act,

nas designed

0y
(..

.continued)

access providers
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nt LEC and the requesting interconnector
strong incentives for them to reach agree-
ry negotiations.” Section 252 of the 1996
ty to interconnection negotiations to

gsgion mediation and arbitration of disputed
cision within nine months of the original
2. The agreement ultimately reached

tion process 1is subject to approval by the
ission, and this decision of the state 1is,
judicial review in federal district court.
utralize any alleged bargaining advantage
EC might otherwise have had in imposing
egolution of issues. If an incumbent LEC
onable interconnection terms, that LEC
rable terms imposed on it by arbitration.®
national regulations, reliance on the arbi-
igned by Congress will encourage private
rather than preempt them.

rror in this assumption regarding incumbent

‘v 1is further highlighted by section 252(1),

:nstances the carriers submitting requests
ion 251 (c) (1) are large, integrated communi-

cations firms w-th undeniable bargaining power.

See 47 U.5.C.

§

252 (b) i5) .
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any agreement approved by the state must
> other requesting carriers on the same
s. Thus, the bargaining power of any one
nector, if there are any differentials,
benefit of all.
on, BOCs have the added incentive to nego-
on agreements as quickly as possible be-
ts wil. facilitate their entry into the
The Commission will have the

ew agreements reached through negotiation

d to determine whether the process is

OCs seek in-reginn interLATA authorization.

did not intend to have the Commission pre-
n and arbitration process established in
vested the Commission with the responsi-
ing regulations no implement section 251.
that parties would negotiate their partic-
n terms and conditions in good faith. To

Congress

resolution process to be used by the state
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cC. To Fromote Rapid Entry, The Federal Regulations
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States.
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of states that have been leaders in pro-
ge competition. These states have devoted
to the study of many of the issues raised
have had the luxury of time that the Com-
ve. Their decisions, therefore, should be
eight. Moreover, federal rules that are
he decisions of states at the forefront of
etition would likely delay further develop-
It would put ~ompetition on hold while
o revisit existing rules and reopen pro-
ny cases took vears to complete. There-

rcing states to reinvent the wheel, the
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A8 to create requi ements that prove unnecessary or harmful to
consumer welfare
II. THE FCC SHOULL) ESTABLISH CORE REQUIREMENTS TO ENSURE THE
RAPID DEVELOPMENT OF FACILITIES-BASED LOCAL EXCHANGE
COMPETITION O A NATIONWIDE BASIS.
A. Intercon:itection

1. Int :rconnection Requirements Should Be Limited
To Jhat Ig Clearly Technically Feagible.

The fram 'work established by Congress in the 1996
Act assumes that i terconnection' will evolve naturally
through the operat on of —ompetitive market forces and negoti-
ations between the connecting carriers. Nevertheless,
Ameritech believes that The Commission should establish cer-
rain "core" requitr :ments to ensure that competition develops
»n a nationwide ba:ls. These requirements should establish
certain fundamenta . baseline obligations necessary for viable
local exchange com:etition while serving as a foundation for

interconnection ne otiators.

The Association for Local Telecommunications Services
("ALTS") defines interconnection as "the set of network
interconnecticn arrangements which include physical connec-
tions necessary for the exchange and routirg of traffic
between a telecimmunications carrier and an incumbent local
exchange carrie: as well as the rates, terms and conditions
for such networ: interconnection arrangements." ALTS,
Implementing Lo al Competition Under the Telecommunications
Act of 1996, A roposed Handbook for the FCC, at 11 (Mar.
1%96) [hereira ~er "ALTS Handbook'' .

11
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2. Teclnical Feasibility Should Be Presumed If An
Inct mbent LEC Using The Same Technology Is
Suc: essfully Providing Interconnection At The
Poirt In Question.
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concurs with the C
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+f an incumbent LE
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now technically
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therefore shoul
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nbsolete.

e core requirements, Ameritech generally
mmission’s tentative conclusion that it is
terconnection point is technically feasible
using the same technology is successfully
tion at that particular point, or intercon-
nt has been provided successfully in the
section 251(ci {2), there should be a

1on that the same points of interconnection

sible for all incumbent LECs employing

hnology. Any federal minimum standard
however, must recognize that: (1) there
olete forms of interconnection which should

{2) a particular type of inter-
echnically feasible in the abstract or on a

but not in a specific situation due to

one time a form of interoffice signalling
ive pulsing" could be used from a 1AESS,
og electronic local switch,

for signalling
Although once
interoffice signalling is
There is no current application
signalling. The Commission’s regulation
not mandate incumbent LECs to offer it.

electromechanical offices.
ible, this form of

12
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Ameritech suppo:
feasibility.
May 16,

Keeney, Chief,

facility .

See USTA Comments,
1996) ; see alsc Letter from Ameritech to Regina
tommon Carrier Bureau

Ameritech Comments

May 16, 1996
volume, or other practical limitations.
deral interconnection standard must not

or point of interconnection is technically
ause it has been ordered by a state commis-

o has been successfully implemented by an

connection provisions of the 1996 Act
ction "at any technically feasible point."
ection requirement established by the

e limited to what 1is already technically
ction. Based on this statutory language,
~hat, the following arrangements for the
tion of telephone exchange service and ex-

en carrier networks be established as core

uirements of the 1996 Act:

. rrangement whereby either carrier may

rconnect its end or tandem office (or
valent to the end or tandem office of
other carrier through transport facil-
8 or services between their respective
ceg purchased by the requesting carri-
rom the other rTarrier; and

rrangement whereby either carrier may
‘rconnect its end or tandem office (or

ts USTA’'s approach for determining technical
CC Docket No. 96-98 (filed
of 3/12/96, at 26-28.
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equ valent] to an end or tandem office of
the other carrier through transport facil-
itir s or services between their respective
off ces provided by the requesting LEC or
obt. ined by it from a third party.

These interconnect on arrangements are clearly technically

feasible and they

acilitate the overarching goal of imple-

menting interconne “ion in a manner that i1s transparent to

customers of the 1 cumbent LEC and “he ~ustomers of the con-

necting LEC by ena! ling competing LECs =o deliver local traf-

fic to and receive it from the incumbent LEC’s network. Other

technically feasib e interconnection arrangements, however,

should not be fore losed. Rather, such other interconnection

arrangements shoul be the product »f negotiations between the

connecting carrier pursuant to a good faith request.™

Ameritech believ2s that interconnection of networks is most

efficiently and
of interconnect

2ffectively achieved by establishing points
ion at the end offices or tandem offices of

the carriers invo>lved in conjunction with collocation ar-
rangements. Ameritech, however, also believes that other
appropriate poirts of interconnection should be the subject
of negotiation } =2tween carriers, and that no determination
made by state or federal regulators should mandate or pre-

clude carriers

from agreeing to other technically feasible

points of inter¢ onnection, such as a mutually agreeable meet
point. It is pc¢ssible that a meet point arrangement may in

some situations
Public Service

ne a viable alternative. The Michigan

( ommission, in response to urging from City

Signal, has helc that physical interconnection should be
permitted by Ame ritech Michigan «t =ither its end office,

tandem or a mut

Signal at 19.
established int

1tally agreed upon meet point. See City

tignificantly, when JS Signal subsequently

froeonnection arrangements with Ameritech
(continued. . .)
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3. Add tional Federal Guidance Regarding What
Constitutes Technical Feasibility Should Be
Flerible And Competitively Neutral.

Federal —1idance regarding what constitutes a "tech-

nically feasikle p int of interconnection" should not be tied
ro any specific te hnology and should be flexible enough to
handle rapidly dev: iloping technology. In general, a tech-
nically feasible p int of interconnection is defined by an
interface that can ve disclosed, ordered, and maintained
without special ha dling or procedures. Risk to network reli-
ability is but one factor that should be considered when
determining whethe proposed interconnection is technically
feasible.'” Other actors relevant to technical feasibility
tnclude, but are n £ limited to, whether the requested inter-
connection can be upported by existing technology or technol-
ngy planned for de:loyment within the requested timeframe and

whether the reques ed interconnection is compatible with

.continued)

Michigan, they 11 involved interconnection at end offices
or tandem, not ¢t any meet points. To date, no interconnec-
tion arrangements with competing local exchange carriers in
Ameritech’s ter» itory have been established at meet points.

See NPRM para. ' 6 (requesting comment on, among other
things, the rel. tionship between network reliability and
technical feasi’ ility)
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