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We a180 reject .\meritech' I position that the purchaling carrier
should not retain the revenuea for exchange acceaa provided through
the leasea network element.. As Staff oblerve., once the incumbent
LEe haa received the co.t-baaed price for the LSP, the purcha.ing
carrier i. entitled to the u.e of the network element ana all
revenue. for .ervice. therefrom. Thi. doe. not create any
jurisdictional il.ue regarding interltate traffic.

Centel'. reque.t to exclude cUltom calling and CLASS feature.
from the LSP network element ia denied a. being without ba.i. and in
direct violation of the federal Act'. requirement that the network
element includes the feature., function., and,capabilitie. of the
facility or equipment by definition. .

The Commislion a110 rejects the requelt. of MrS, TC SYlteml,
and Ameritech that we defer any action until after the rcc ha.
resolved it. rulemaking proceedings. LOCS brought it. petition
purluant to the PUA and hal a legal right to a determination.

The Commil.ion il of the opinion that a final determination on
the pricing of the LSP and the price of unbundled tran.port be
deferred to an inveltigation of the compliance tariff. filed
pursuant to this Order. With the provi.ion of co.t data and
information in that .ubaequent docket, the Commi••ion will be in a
better po.ition to make the pricing determination. according to the
Itandard enunciated in .ection 252(d) (1). Said tariff••hall be
filed by Ameritech and Centel within 30 and '0 day., re.pectively,
consiatent with Staff" local .witch platform pricing propo.al. The
Commislion agree. with Staff that Ameritech and Centel u.e their
"best judgement- in developing price. for the LIP and be prepared to
file the appropriate COlt. lupport and explanation a. to the pricing
methodology uaed in determining the price of the LIP.

VIII.

A.

OTII. ll'Vl'

Ameritech rai.ed three i ••ue. relative to how the whole.ale
tariff should be treated for purpole. of it. Alternative Jte~lation

Plan: (1) whether it i. a new or existing service; (2) whether it
ahould be aa.igned to the carrier baaket; and (3) exogenous change
treatment. The Company .tated that it had accepted Staff'. ana
AT.T' a propoaal that it. whole.ale tariff be treated a. a new
lervice. Ameritech and Staff are also in agreement that it Ihould
be placed in the carrier ba.ket. The Company contended that AT'T'I
propolal to create a fifth b.sket jUlt for the whole.ale tariff had
no public policy rationale to lupport it and ahould be rejected.
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Staff also noted that assigning the wholesale tariff to the carrier
basket is consistent with the treatment of unbundled loops and ports
approved in the Customers First proceeding.

Ameritech contended that, if revenue shortfall. result from
Commission prescription of wholesale rate. lower than what could be
justified on an avoided co.t ba.i., these .hortfall. mu.t be treated
as an exogenous change.

Staff agreed that it may be appropriate to consider exogenous
change treatment for initial cost associat.d with providing
wholesale service. However, .uch treatment i. not warranted at this
point in time becau.e these co.t. are extnmely difficult to
quantify and isolate as being due to or as a result of the provision
of wholesale services. Until Ameritech mak.s a .trong showing,
exogenous factor treatment of start-up cost••hould not be approved
by the Commission.

Staff further disagrees with Ameritech over whether the revenue
reduction. resulting from Staff's pro rata approach to contribution
would trigger exogenous change treatment. The Company took the
position that there wa. no policy ba.i. for denying .uch treatment
because Staff's pricing approach re.ult. in a regulatorilymandated
reduction in the Comp.ny'. revenue. to .chi.ve broader policy
objective. relative to competition.

Ameritech contend.d th.t Staff'. attempt to ju.tify its
position on the ground. that the Company would face -reduced risks"
in providing whol••ale, rather than retail, ••rvic.. was not
supported by the record. It atated th.t Staff had nowh.r••xplained
how the Company' a ri.k. haa been reduced. In fact, Amerit.ch argued
that they have incr••••d, not decrea••d, bec.us. nothing in the
conventional, month-to-month whole.ale .ervice relationship
insulated the Company from retail demand uncert.inti.. in the
marketpl.ce and the Company will be ev.n le•• able to pr.dict or
influence cu.tom.r buying decisiona wh.n re.eller••re performing
the m.rketing functioft. It contraseed this with discounts offered
under volume and term .greem.nta where Ameritech will f.c. r.duced
risks and where the Comp.ny will not seek exogenous change treatment
for volunt.rily negotiated discounts beyond the .voided cost level.
Ameritech also disputed Staff's contention th.t the r.venue effects
would be difficult to qu.ntify, suggesting th.t this issue should be
left to any price index filing where exogenous change treatmene was
sought.

Ameritech further contended th.t St.ff'. po.ition that
exogenous change treatment should not apply to revenue. lost when
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ACI (Ameritech'. long di.tance affiliate) i. the .ub.criber was not
timely rai.ed and has no legitimate public policy or evidentiary
basis. The Company argued that ACI i. a .eparate company and that
its future revenue. cannot and .hould not be • imputed· to Ameri tech.
The Company allo noted that there was no evidence in this record
that ACI would earn profitl at Staff'l propo.ed rate., particularly
in view of the fact that it has no customer ba.e, ha. no exi.ting
revenue .tream, and it. marketing expen.e. are likely to be
significantly higher than either it. e.tabli.hed IXC resale
competitors or Ameritech.

The Company al.o propo.ed exogenous chan,e treatment as one
possible alternative to recovery of one-time co.t. a••ociated with
development of the .y.tem. and interface. required to facilitate a
wholesale offering. Thi. proposal is discu••ed further in the
service co.t .ection of this Order.

Commission Conclusion

The Commi••ion agree. with Ameritech and Staff that its
wholesale tariff .hould be treated a. a new .ervice for purpo.e. of
the Alternative Regulation Plan anel .houle! be a••igned to the
carrier ba.ket. The Commi••ion i. of the opinion that exogenous
factor treatment .hould not be extended to whole.ale Itart-up CO.tl
at this point in time. If, however, Ameritech make. a strong
showing of these initial .tart-up co.t., then the Commi••ion will
consider granting exogenous treatment at that time.

A. for exogenous factor treatment for revenue reeluction.
resulting from Staff·'. pricing propo.al, the Commi••ion rejects any
such treatment.

B. ATIr'. Arbitrltiop Prcpo.al

Claiming that the CU.tomer. Fir.t implementation experience
ju.tifie. a new approach, AT~T propo.ed that all eli.pute. ariling
out of the whole••le tariff be .ent fir.t to an arbitrator for
formal arbitration, pending a final decilion by the Commi••ion after
a hearing conducted in accordance with normal complaint procedures.
The arbitrator'. deci.ion would be binding on the partie. during the
complaint proce•••

Ameritech oppo.ed this propolal. Fir.t, the Company .tated
that AT'T' s characterization of the aftermath of the CUltomer. First
decision was milleacUng. The Company stated that it did comply with
the plain terms of the Commission's Order and that Docket 96-0296 is
addres.ing is.uel which the Commission did not addre•• at all or

-fi9-



,....-_.""'~h"." .. '-

95-0458
95-0531
consolo

H. E. Proposed Order

which were not clearly resolved in what Order and which are minor in
the overall context of the Customers First proceeding. The Company
stated that it would be improper as a matter of policy to have these
kinds of issues addressed by an arbitrator who has had no prior
involvement in or understanding of the Commission'S order in this
proceeding.

Ameritech and Staff also took the position that the Commis.ion
cannot delegate it. authority to i ••ue order. that are binding on
the parties to an independent arbitrator, even on an interim basis,
under the PUA.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission will not adopt AT&T's dispute re.olution
proposal. Existing complaint procedures are available if there are
disputes over the wholesale tariffs filed by Amerit.ch or Centel and
establishing new arbitration procedures as AT&T proposes would not
be appropriate from a policy or legal perspective.

c. T.m, yc! yol,.. Ply.

A. part of it. overall approach to the whol••ale marketplace,
Ameritech stated that it will offer both month-to-month arrang.ments
as well as volume and term agreement. which prOVide deeper
discount.. Staff took the po.ition that volume and t.rm agreements
are appropriate in principle, but ahould be examin.d on a
case-by-caae baaia to enaure that the LEC do.s not favor its
affiliates. The Company .tated that it did not oppose cas.-by-case
review where appropriate. However, the Company stat.d that Staff's
concerns seemed far-fetched, given Am.rit.ch'. nondiscrimination
obligations und.r both .tate law and the fed.ral Act. Th. Company
also noted that Staff had proposed volume and term agr.ement. as a
critical component of it. alternative platform proposal.

TC Systems and AT&T oppoae volume and term agreement. in
principl.. TC Syst.ms claimed that auch agr••m.nt. ar. • ••. highly
anti-comp.titiv. and [are] directly aim.d at faciliti.s-based
competitors.- AT&T claimed that volume and t.rm agr••ments were
inappropriate becau.e the marketplace for whole.al. .ervices was
noncompetitive.

Ameritech responded that volume and t.rm agr••m.nts are
standard service arrangements in virtually all industries.
Ameritech contend. that these arrangem.nts p.rmit the closer
alignment of price. with cOSt., and decre.s. cost. and uncertainty
on both side. of the transaction. Ameritech also maintains that. 1n
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the telecommunications industry, the underlying carrier has an
incentive to reduce it. risks by filling existing capacity and
a••uring a more stable revenue stream. In return, the purchasing
carrier benefits from lower and more certain pricel. Ameritech
argues that the wholesale marketplace val competitive in the sens.
that Ameritech mUlt face lelf-Iupply by carrierl like AT.T and MCI,
as they construct their own facilities in the future and strand
Ameritech'l network plant. ThuI, Ameritech stated. that it. bu.sine••
incentive. in introducing volume and. term vholesal. off.rings had
everything to do with managing itl own rilk. in the marketplace and
nothing to do with TC Systems as a competitor for the IXCs'
whole.ale busines•.

Commission Con,lu,ion

The Commi.lion believel that volume and term agr••m.nts are
appropriate pricing alternative. for whol.sal. s.rvic.s. Th.y
prOVide benefitl to both the incumbent carrier and the r.s.ll.r in
terms of reduced rilk and lower rates, re.p.ctiv.ly. Th. Commi••ion
allo does not want to prejudge any is.u. that would impact the
platform offering propoled by Staff. Accordingly, if Staff or any
carrier believel that a specific term and volume off.ring il unjust,
unrealonable or di.criminatory, exilting complaint and inv.stigatory
procedure. are available to address such iSSU.8.

D. 'r1;18« of ",ol••al. I.ryie...., ~41.,
HpPR'

MFS contends that the Commission mUlt s.t whol.sal. rat.s and
the price. for unbundl.d loops in a consiat.nt mann.r. Am.ritech
respond.d that th.r. ar. diff.r.nc.I in the f.d.ral pricing
Itandard. applicabl. to whol.sal. s.rvic.s and n.twork .l.m.nt.
(which would encompass unbundled loop.) that may ultimat.ly require
more significant changes in unbundl.d loop pricing (.ith.r upward or
downward). How.v.r, Am.rit.cn committ.d to mod.ify ita unbundled
loop pric.s wh.n it fil.. it. complianc. tariff aft.r the
Commission'. ord.r in this proce.ding to r.mov. avoic!.d. r.tail
costs.

Given Amerit.ch'. commitment, th.r. is no n.ed. for this
Commislion to addre.s this i ••u•.

a. Pytur. !hol••ll. 'ric••

Staff takes the po.ition that it. pricing methodology should
be u.ed on a going forward ba.i., 10 that whole.al. pric•• change
every time retail prices chang.. Am.rit.ch took the pOlition that
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requl.rl.ng a lock-step relation.hip between whole••le ana retail
rates allows resellere a financial free-riae on the LEC'e pricing
aecisions ana would be inconsistent with a competitive marketplace.

The Commis.ion concludes that Staff'. pricing methodology
should be adopted on a going forward ba.i•.

P. P1;,;1;or1••

Staff take. the po.ition that Ameritech .hould be required to
include reseller.' cu.tomer. in it. directories at no charge for
standard listings and at LRSIC plus a rea.onable contribution for
special listing.. The Company objected to an~ requirement that it
be the source of a single directory. However, the Company te.tified
that Don Tech, it. publisher, i. willing to provide a complete range
of directory service. to certificated LECs on a negotiated basis.

The Commission will not aadre.a directory i ••ue. at thia time.
If disagreemente ariee in the future, they can be aadres.ed then.

Q. B,.,ll,t.' CU.tqa.; Iaforwat1op

Staff take. the position that whol••al. carri.r. .hould
compensate re.ellers for u.e of their li.ting data (oth.r than for
inclusion in directori•• ), including directory alli.tance. Staff
recommend. that such compensation be establilh.d through mutual
negotiationl, with the terms being available on non-discriminatory
terms to other re.eller.. Ameritech did not take a po.ition on this
isaue, but stated that it expect. to addr••• it in the context of
the FCC's NPRM.

The Commi••ion will defer this i.IU., pending completion of
proceedings on the federal level.

•• 0».11119.,10•• 'A pyrch••• !hAl•••l. '.ry1;••
Ad Arb1" •••

Staff cont.nd. that the Commi.sion .hould p.Z1Ilit carrier. with
either a Section 13-404 or Section 13-405 c.rtificat. to .ub.cribe
to wholesale .ervice. (including residence whol••ale .ervices).
Ameritech accepted Staff'. po.ition. Staff al.o cont.nd.d that the
Commission .hould maintain exi.ting poliei•• prohibiting arbitrage
for exi.ting cla.. of .ervice di.tinction. betw.en re.idenc. and
business services. The Company agreed with this po.ition a. well.
Ameritech objected, however, to Staff'. proposal that servic.s
priced separately for re.idenc. and bu.in... customers aince
adoption of the Alternative Regulation Plan be .ubject to arbitrage.
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~ The Company contended that pricing deci.ion. relative to re.idence
services continue to be impacted by past pricing decisions of this
Commission that were intended to accompli.h cereain regulatory
policy objective.. Furthermore, the Company argu.d that the
residence marketplace has different demand and other characteri.tics
than the bu.ine•• marketplace. Under the.e circ~tances it would
be inappropriate to permit rate arbitrage. Finally, the Company
seaeed that its billing sy.tems will not permit re.ellars to pick
and choo•• between re.idence and busine•••ervice. and prices for
the .ame cu.tomers.

Staff also took the po.ition that third party aUditing of
reseller operations should be permitted to eD.ure that clas. of
service re.trictions are being observed and that the LEC .hould
have di.cretion to initiaee .uch audits. Ameritech agreed with
Staff'. position.

Commi •• ion Conclusion

There appear. to be little di.pute between the partie. over
these issue. and Staff'. position will ba adopted with one
exception. The Commi••ion will maintain cla•• of service protection
against arbitrage betwe.n r •• idence and bu.ine•••ervice. regardle.s
of when the .eparate re.idence rate wa. e.tabli.hed. If any
reseller wi.hes to re.e11 a re.idence .ervice to bu.ine•• cu.tomers
at re.idence rates, it can file an appropriate reque.t with
supporting arguments.

%. Il··iaq

Staff propo.ed that the guideline••et out in the PCC's recent
rule. and regulation. regarding • lamming for interexchange
prOVision. be followed for changing local exchange service provides,
pending adoption of .pecific rules by this Commi••ion. Staff also
supported Ameritech'. propo.al to charge a $50 fee for slamming to
off.et the LlC'. costs.

The Commi••ion adopt. both propo.al••

3. Oblt.attap. of I •••ller.

Staff contends that neither the .ervic. obligation. =f
re.eller. nor. reciproc.l obligation to provide who1e.ale ••rvices
by n.w LEe. .hould be .ddr••••d in this docket and .hould be
considered in.te.d in • rulemaking proceeding addre••ing the righ:s
and respon.ibilitie. of the new LEe•• Ameritech found Staff'.
proposal to be rea.onable.
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The Commission agrees that these issue••hould be addressed in
a rulemaking proceeding. However, the Commi•• ion hereby directs
Staff to expedite this proceeding which was ordered more than year
ago in the Cu.tomers First proceeding. New LEC responsibilities
should be resolved promptly since companies may be making
substantial investments in the marketplace without a clear
understanding of their responsibilities.

x. I •••ll.r. p.f,ul~iR. OR !hgl••,l. ',ryie, lill.

Staff took the po.ition that the incumbent LEC should be
allowed to terminate service to resellers which fail to pay their
whole.ale bill. and that the re.eller.' end uaers should then be
served directly by the incumbent LEC. Ameritech .upported Staff's
position.

The Commission adopts Staff's and Ameritech's position.

L. No~ic. 8.quir••g~.

Staff oppo.ed Arneritech' s proposal that ••rving carriers notify
one another of defaulting customers with unpaid balanc.s, using the
wholesale LEC as a clearing house, to prot.ct the indu.try from
unscrupulous end u.er. who .witch from on. LEC to anoth.r. The
Company responded to Staff's concerns by changing the proposed
procedures to reduce the 36-hour lag provid.d in it. original plan.

The Commission adopt. Arneritech'. modified notification
process. The industry should be permitt.d to protect it.elf against
consumer fraud and increa.ing bad debt l.v.l. a. long a. such
measures are reasonabl.. The Commission conclude. that Arneritech'
modified proposal i. reasonable.

M. 'ublt.hipg ..... of Alt'ER,tiy. Lie. iR !hol••,l.
LICs' Ihgp. look.

Staff took the position that incumbent LEes .hould b. r.quired
to publi.h the nam.. of alternative LEC. in th.ir t.lephone
directorie., subject to reasonable compen.ation.

Again, Ameritech stated that Don Tech i. willing to provide
such services on a negotiated basis.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission will not address this
issue at this time.
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N. B.t.ptipp pf I Cu.,to••t'. 'hpp. "Tb.r ip • 1••,1.
IpvitOM'Pt

Staff and Ameritech .greed that cu.tomer. .hou1d be .ble to
move between provider. without a number change in • re.a1e
environment. However, Staff contended that all i ••ue. related to
number portability in • r ••al. environment .hou1d b••ddr••••d in
Docket 96 - 0128. Th. Company di••g-r.ed, .tating that this i. a
.imple i ••ue in a r ••a1e environment and .hould b. r ••o1ved in this
proceeding.

The Commi••ion agree. that this i ••u. can b. re.olv.d now. The
Commis.ion will require that cu.tomer. b. allowed to r.tain their
telephone number. when .witching from incumb.nt carrier. to
resellers, from re.eller. back to incumbent carrier. and between
resellet'.

o. Joipt K,rk,tiPR I"~tic~iop.

Staff took the po.ition that Ameritech .hou1d not b. p.rmitt.d
to include a joint marketing re.triction in it. tariff, given the
pa••age of the federal Act which inc1ud•••uch a r ••triction a. a
matter of federal law. The Company agr••d during the proc••ding to
remove the joint marketing re.triction from it. tariff for preci.ely
this rea.on.

Ther. i. no need for the Commi•• ion to addre•• this i.sue in
view of Ameritech'. commitment.

,. Citi•••• V,ility 10Ird'. ey'~pR'; 'rps.g,io.
8,cp_,pda~ioa.

COB argue. that the Commi••ion .hou1d not promote cherry
picking by competitor.. Staff .gree. with CCB that the local
exchange market .hou1d not be .tructured in a manner that .llow.
carrier. to cream .kim b.cau•• of r.gu1atorypollci•• placed on the
incumbent provider~. Th. Commi••ion i. of the opinion that Staff'.
propo.ed pricing methodology .cknowl.dg.. the r.tail pricing
structure of the whole.a1e LEC and prevent••uch cream .kimming.

CUB propo.ed five .afeguard.. The•• propo.al. ar. b.yond the
.cope of this proceeding. It i. Staff'. po.ition that the
.ppropriate plac. to addre.. the.e i ••u.. i. in the current
workshop. examining rule. and regulation. applicable to new LEC•.
The Commi••ion .gr••••

CUB al.o propo.ed that new entrant. with 35 percent or more
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market share should be regulated as a dominant carrier. Staff
opposes CUB's proposal. The PUA only makes two distinctions: LEes
and LECs with less than 35,000 access lines; and noncompetitive and
competitive services.

The Commission agrees with Staff and rejects CUB's proposal.

IX. EIGIKq' UP QapllIHq 'MAnu"
The Commission, having considered the entire record herein, and

being fully advised in the premises thereof, i. of the opinion and
find. that:

(l) AT&T Communications of Illinoi., Inc. i. an Illinoi.
Corporation engaged in the bu.ine.. of prOViding
telecommunication. services to the public in the State of
Illinoi. and, a. such, is a telecommunication. carrier
within the meaning of Section 13-202 of the Illinois
Public Utilities Act;

(2) LDOS WorldCom, Inc., f/k/a LDOS Communication., Inc.,
d/b/a LDDS Metromedia Communication. ("LODS") is an
Illinoi. Corporation engaged in the bu.ine•• of prOViding
telecommunications services to the public in the State of
Illinoi. and, a••uch, i. a telecommunication. carrier
within the meaning of Section 13-202 of the Illinois
Public Utilities Act;

(3) Illinoi. Sell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois,
i. an Illinoi. Corporation engaged in the bu.iness of
prOViding telecommunication••ervice. to the public in the
State of Illinoi. and, a. such, i. a telecommunications
carrier within the meaning of Section 13 -202 of the
Illinoi. Public Utilities Act;

(4) Central Telephone Company of Illinoi. i. an Illinois
Corporation engaged in the bu.ine.. of providing
telecommunication••ervice. to the public in the State of
Illinoi. and, a. such, is a telecommunication. carrier
within the meaning of Section 13-202 of the I~linois

Public Utilities Act;

(5) the Commi••ion has jurisdiction over Ameritech Illinois
and Central Telephone Company and the subject matter of
this proceeding;
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(6) the recital of fact. and law and conclu.ion. reached in
the prefatory portion of this Order are .upported by the
evidence of record, and are hereby adopted as findings of
fact and conclu.ion. of law for the purpo.e. of this
Order:

(7) the wholesale tariff propo.ed by Ameritech I11inoi., which
limit. the whole.ale .ervice. to be provided by Ameritech
Il1inoi., contain. inappropriate rate structures and price
level. that are above the level. pro.cribed by the federal
Act and .hould l:Ie rejected as incon.i.tent with the
mandate. of the federal Act, a. well a. being incon.i.tent
wi th the Commi••ion' ••tated long-tem goal of developing
local exchange competition;

(e) Ameritech I11inoi. ahould be directed to make change. in
it. propoaed wholeaale tariff to conform with the propo.ed
tariff submitted by AT.T, aubject to the modification.
and directive. of this Commia.ion and the methodology aa
.et forth in the prefatory portion. of thia Order,
inclUding but not limited to the following:

a. Ameritech I11inoi. and Central Telephone Company of
I1linoi. are required to include, a. a part of their
total .ervice re.ale offering, all
telecommunication••ervice. offered to end uaers at
retail, exclUding grandfathered and sun.etted
.ervice., promotional offering., any portion of a
service package and carrier acce•••ervice;

b. Ameritech Illinoi. and Central Telephone Company of
Illinois are required in their whole.ale tariff. to
mirror and replicate in total their retail rate
schedule. and atructure., inclUding all di.counts in
their retail offering. to end u.era;

c. Ameritech Illinois and Central Telephone Company of
I11inoi. are directed to conform their co.ting and
pricing methodologies with Section 252(d) (]) of the
federal Act, a. discu••ed a~ve in the prefatory
portion. of this Order, incluc,ung the pro rata
pricing methodology pre.ented by Staff and reflected
on ICC Staff Ex. 1.05P, and inclUding the further
adju.tment. reflected in AT.T'. whole.al. price
adju.tment formula:
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d. Ameriteeh Illinois and Central Telephone Company of
Illinois must apply the pro rata methods on an
individual serviee-by-service-element basis;

e. Ameritech Illinois and Central Telephone company of
Illinois shall be required to perform and pass
imputation tests with respect to their wholesale
services;

f. the wholesale services .hould be treated a. "new"
services for purposes of Ameritech's Alternative
Regulatory Plan and .hall be a••igned to the
"carrier" basket;

g. Any revenue shortfall associated with Ameriteeh
Illinoi.' wholesale service .hall not receive
exogenous treatment under Ameritech's Alternative
Regulatory Plan;

h. Ameritech Illinois and Central Telephone Company of
Illinois are required to provide to r ••eller., a. an
integral part of their re.ale .ervice offering., all
operational interface., at parity with those
provided their own retail customers, whether
directly or through an affiliate;

i. in the event that Ameritecn Illinoi. and Central
Telephone Company of Illinois are unable to fully
and immediately comply with the parity requirement
for operational interfaces, they are required to
submit a written plan, within thirty (30) days of
this Order, including specific plan. and a timetable
for achieving full compliance. FolloWing that
filing the Commission will consicier a schedule of
incentive discounts to encourage prompt and complete
compliance;

(9) To the extent consistent with our finding. and conclusions
herein, the petition of LDDS WorldCom, Inc. should be
granted:

(10) Ameritech Illinois and Central Telephone Company of
Illinois shall file tariffs within 30 and 90 day., respec
tively, consistent with Staff'. local switch platform
proposal;
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(11) Issues relating to the pricing of the local awi tch
platform should be deferred until said i ••ues are
addressed in the proceedings pertaining to the tariffs
filed pursuant to Finding (10) herein; and

(12) Any objections, motions or petitions filed in this
proceeding which remain undisposed of should be disposed
of in a manner consistent with the ultimate conclusions
herein contained.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that AT'T's petition in Docket No. 95
0458 is granted to the extent deseribed above:

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the petition of LODS WorldCom, Ine.
in Doeket No. 95-0531 is granted to the extent described above, and
determination of the pricing issues is deferred to the separate
proceedings result;ing from the Ameritech and Centel tariffs filed in
response to, and as provided in, this Order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Ameritech Illinois and Central
Telephone Company of Illinois, within 30 day. and 90 days
respectively, should file tariffs to implement the platform proposal
of LODS, as modified by the Commission Staff and set forth in the
prefatory portion of this Order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all motion., petitions and tariffs
not preViously disposed of are hereby disposed of consistent with
the findings of this Order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Seetion
10-113 of the Public Utilities Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880,
this Order is final; it is not subject to the Administrative Review
Law.

ORDER DA'l'EI):
BRIEFS ON EXCEPTIONS:
REPLIES ON EXCEPTIONS:

May 16, l1t6
May 24, lttf
May 31, 1916

Hearing Examiner
Michael Querr.
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