
consiseency of advance pa~ents wieh 194(41 of the Public Service
lAW, vhi':h requires carrier. to off.r custollers the option of

spr••ding charge. for the initiation or installation of
resieential service over a one·year period. Advance pa~ents.

however. are con.i~tent with this section of the Public Service
La.... because an advance payment, &S disti.nguished from a charie
for .e~iee installation or initiation. is not a charge, but
simply a method of billini. To ens~re that such payment. are not
unduly burdensome. we will propose ~at advance paymenes should

be no more than $15. applied ~ediately to subsequent bills
until liquidated; and advance payment. may Dot be reque.ted frorr.

lifeline cust~mers"

In & related mAtter. PULP questioned an existing
informal policy which allows N..... York Telephone to request an
advance PAYtr\ent froJl\ an applicant requesting serviee at a
premises where there are existing arrears, if the applicant i.

unable to demonstrate he or she was not living th.re when the
charges were acer'\leeS. PULP uintains that s\lch a requirCftent
imposes a credit r.striction on one person merely because of

another'S poor credie staneSin9, in violation of credit and civil

ri9hts statutes, PU'LP proposes inst.ad to pcrlllit denial of
service if there are arrears at the pr~ise. and the applicant
cannot give po.itive proof of identity This remedy, however,

ao.s not addre.s the probl~. identified by the companies. of
cu.tomers _witching the bill into another D&ae wbile the preVious
customer of record still reside. at the pr.-il.s.

w. conclude that this practiee doc. not unduly b~rden

customers. end that to eSo otherwise may burden co~titioD

b4tween New York Telephone and new entrants. Accordingly. other
carriers will be allowed to implement the .am. practices pending
further review of Part 633.

3. evstoper Information pd Priv,£Y
There has been no need to exehanve pa~nt inforaAtion

bee&~.e there wa. only one loeal exehan;_ prOVider in .ach

location. However. in a multi-provider environment. it i5
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reasonable for local exchange companies eo exchange limited

information. Statf has developed a propesal which doe. n~t

unduly expand the &mount or t~ of consumer info~ation used by

local exchange companies today under Part 633. Rather. it

expan4s the use of such information so that new entrAnts can maKe

the same determinations as the incumbents.
In order to protect both cust~er privacy and the

proprietary specifics of a company'.s collections practices.
shared information must be limited by whether the sp.cific
information which would trigger action under Part 633, ra:her
than whether any specific collections action has been taken by
another company. For example, information that a custo~er has
~en terminated for Don-payment withln the past six months !and
therefore can be asked for a deposit may be shared. but not
whether the custo~er's existing carrier has requested the
deposit. To impl.ment this, staff recommends adding a definition
of ·past due charges· to Part 633 to act as the specific point at
which an unpaid bill would trigger reporting to other carriers.
This will indicate when a custo~er is substantially late in
paying a bill, without indicating whether or not termination or
other collection actions have been commenced by another carrier.
Past ~ue charg.s may be defined as charges unpaid 45 days after
the ~ate of the bill. This definition is based on the earliest
time at which service can be terminated for nonpayment ~der the
present rul... The proposed 4ef1nition will exclude &znounts
w~ich are the subject of • deferred payment agreement whose terms
are being «ept by the customer ~his proposal does n~t affect
the current rules with respect to termination of service.

As we have generally required, c~stomer-.p.cific

information should only be shared with the custo~er'S consent.
Such consent may be inferred from a bona fide request to a
carrier from a customer who is informed that the carrier will be

ehec«ing the applicant'S payment history with other carriers to
determine eligibility for caps, advance payments, or deposits.

C&rricr~ woyl~ be required to release the approved information
upon request from another local exchange company.
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Carrier. have expre.sed in~erest in using an
independently operated da~ab&.t for the exchange of this
info~tion. The vor~ing group repores it has met with vendors
of such dat~ses end begun discussions of using ~ interim
system to be in place by OCtober And ~eveloping a lull scale
databa.e in 1997. We have .llowe~ similar databases on a pilot
basis vith certain conditions 1

Such a database option should be explored. It may. in

fact. be e.sier to aonitor privacy protections. restrict accesl

to the data. and ensure data quality thr~ugh • central location.
Similar databa.e. are operating IUccessfully in other state. and
regions. They are operated pursu&nt to by-laws agreed upon by
all participAnts; s~e are tele~hone companies only. while some
include gas and electric utilitie~. While all carriers
participating in this proceedin~ have expressed interest in an
independently operated database, some view it as desirable. while
New York Telephone views it as a necessity. N~ York Telephone
state. that direct info~tion exchange betvPen carriers. vhich

initially will mean requ.s~s to New York Telephone &nd the other
inc~nts. would be neither legally advisable nor
administratively feasible. ~ey believe direct data exchange
raises serioul anti-tr-ust conee=nl and may make carriers subject
to all the provisions of a credit clearing house under fair
credit repcrting statutes. In addition, they doubt they could

have the processes in pl.ce to handle such requests by OCtoc.r.

The partie. should continue discussions of this option
and aul:xnit a a~cific prt'po.al to protect customer privacy by
requiring. at a min~~, that the data is aot co-mingled with
other data; is used only for approved purposes; is avail~le only
to participating local exchanpe c~anies; that ownership of the
data remains vith the providing utilit.y: and that nonpublished
phone numbers not be rev.aled to 5ny party.

1 Case 91-M-0744 - to1l.ction Practice" Order ~.quiriag D&ta
Gathering <issued Kay 17. 1993)
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4. Elimina~ioD of riling and ~eC9rd ~etention ~'avirements

Staff has id'ntified thr.e other m~ificatior.s to 'art
6)) that will reduce regulatory Durdens on carriers and

str.amlin. the regulatory proc.ss. a$ many more companies enter
this mar~et, without diminishin9 cuStomer pr~tections.

Specifically, we will propos' the elimination of the r.~ir,~.nt

that all t.lephone companies file th.ir complaint proc.dures with
us, the r.quirement that the co~ission approve the contents and
distribution plan of each e~y's annual notification of
eustomer's rights and responsibilities, and the requir~~ent that

carri.rs r.tain for on. year all reeords related to _ d.nial of
servic.. In practice, a co.plaint with r.sp.ct to a service
denial t.nds to be r.solv.d shortly aft.r the d.nial. With
respect to the annual notifieatio~ of rights, the eo~petitive

m&r~et can be expect.d to .nsure that custom.r comm~ications are
cl.ar. New York Telephon.'s pres,nt notificaticn. whieh is plair.
and readable, will li~ely be a model in this area. Moreover. it

would ~ unwieldy for the Co~ission to approve the substance of
.ach company's notification in a market with many competing
firms .

QlEMTIONAL sySTEMS TO P£LlVE:Jl. RESALE N!P LINES

Purpo,e and Go.l,
The operations qroup reports its purpose was to ensure

that New York Tel.phone implements adequate processes and systems
to enable resale to opera~. on par with M.w York Telephon,'s
retail .ervices. Its guiding principle is ebat new entrants
should have ace.s. to ~e same New York Tel.phone info~tion,

processes, syst~, and .ervice quality (~. pr.-orde~ing

information, .ervice order process.s .••rvice provisioning and
r.pair intervals, trouble reporting and monitoring mechaniEmS) as
N.w York T.l.phone employs to s.rve its own end-use customers.
Thi. will afford Dew ent~&nts the opportunity to compete
.ff.ctively with the incumbent local exchange carrier. W. expect
both the incumbent aDd the new entrants to continue this proc.ss
ooin9 forward fro~ the co~tm.ntJ memorialized in this order.
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As the operat,ions 9roup u9T'••d ""hentver possible New

York Telephone will provide ne... en',2~l.nts ""ith re-\l··time,
electronic accelS to it.s systems in order t.o improve their

ability to transact business with l:he:'r customers prompt.ly and

efficiently. This approach will a.so minim~%e the need for New

York Telepho:ole personnel in t.ranS"t:l: ions irw()1ving new entrants

and their customers and thus allow New York Te~ephone to avoid

some costs.
The operations group reports investing .~st&ntial time

since Feb~ary 1'96 identifying the oFeratioual needs of new
entr&n~s with respect to access to New York Telephone
info~ation. data bases, and system.l:revie",ing New York
Telephone's res~nses, and ~orkin9 on ~e varlOUS inter~aces. :r.
addit.ion. ~ive subqroups were established to focuS on each of the

following «reas: (11 Service Orderlng. (2) Trouble
Administration. \3) Credit and Collections, (4) Billing and Usage
Detail. and (5) Local Exchange Compar.y Requirements. The
0P4rations 9rou~ and i~s five .ub-qroups report considerable
progress addressin9 ehe host of requir~t.s presented by new
.ntran~s. A SummAry of the operations group's report of the =ost
significant new entrant requircm.n~s and New York Telephon@'.
responses, including its commitments to respond to n.w .ntrant
requests. follows

1. Servis, Qrd,ring

New York Telephone's service ofCerings Cn&Dge from ~4me

to t~e aod are not always available in all geographical areas
B.fore negot.iating s.rvice order. wi~h their customers and
tran.~itting eh~ to New York Tel.phone, new entrants want to

)(now wbat .ervices ar. available and whether there are any

geogr aphical limitations. New YorK Telephone has agreed to make
such info~tion available. and the part.ies are working on how
this will be accOMPlish.d.

New .ntrants want to be able to forward their service

ord.rs electronically to New York Telephone. to have New York
Tel.phone pro~tly confirm that orders have been reeeived. and to
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be able to query New Yor~ Telephone'. systams regarding the
status of each or4.r. New York Telephone will provide such
capabilities. The parties a~e working on the dAta formats.
busine.s rules. and tranSMission media that will be used to
exchange this infor.m4tion electronically.

A difficult issue is the data format. that will be used
t.o exchange serviee order information. AT'T and others want to
use a national in4ustry stan4ard. so they will not have to build
different systems in different market areas. Alt.hough an
indust.ry standard ba. not yet been adopted. a data format c41~ed

E01 is preferred by _ost telecommunications companies incl~ding

New York Telephone. However. New Yor~ Tel@phone's systems are
currently designed for an EIF data fo~~~, and the company has
insisted that. Dew entrants access its service ordering syst.~s

via t.his format, until the ind~stry stan4ard beCOMes clearly
defined and its syst.ms can be reliably changed. Part.ies should
continue t.o collaborat.e on a resolution.

The parties are also working on the specific data
elements and business rules that will be used to exchange service
order intormaeion. New York Telephone has developed data
el~ent.s and b~ines. rule. for the top three dozen t.ransact.ions
and is reviewi~ theM wi th t.he ne." entranes. This work. should
continue.

Soae new entr&n~s have reQUes~ed enhancement.s of New
York TelephODe'. current ~.tem capabilit.ies. For example. they
want the ability to as.ign ~elephone cumbers to custom.rs during
initial service order contact while the customer is atill on the
line. New York Telephone will provide this capability by eit.her
givinq new entrant. elect.ronic access eo telepbone n~rs,
providing a block of numbers to new entrants in advance. or via a
telephone call to the cOMPany.

New ectrants also want the abilit.y to query the .ta~us

of pending orders. including when the physical work bas been
co=pleted and eacb of the reque.ted ••rvices is working.
However, N.... York Telephone'a own representative. do not. have
access to such information. Its systems only identify when
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b111in; has been established. usually 24 ho~rs aft.r the physical

work has be.n eo~pl.t.d. New York Telephon. ha. agreed to
examine what can be done to satisfy the new entrants' need for

this information.
There is agreement that new .ntrants are r.sponsible

for obtaining and retaining authorlzation fro~ customers wishing
to chAng. telephone companies. Wh.n New York T.lephone receives
a s.rvice order from a n.w entrant it will ass~e that the n.w
entrant has obtained the euseom.r'. authorization to chang. local
exchange companies. Also, New York Tel.phone has ir.dicateQ that
it may want to audit n.w enerants' records of authorization.
Some new .nerant, oppese New YorK ~el.phone auditioq, but this
issue has not been fully aired yet Finally, the parei.s heve
&;r••d to follow the FCC's current rules for switching int.er~TA

toll companies pending the outcome of the Commission's ·sl~in9·

proc.eding . l

2. Troypl, A4mini'tration
New ,ntrants want the ability to transmit Custom.r

trouble r.ports to New York T.l.phone,. assign repair
.ppoin~.nts, and monitor the status of each tro~le report
through closure, el,ctronically. They al.o want N,w Yorx
Tel.phone to acknowledge the rec,i~t of troUbl' report. and to
inform them (so they CAD inform th.ir customers) when r.pair
appoin~~s are in jeopardy of being misse4. These capabilities
are available to New York Telephon.'s service representativ,s,
and New York Tel,phone will make th~ available to new entrants
as well.

New entrants vant acc.ss to their customers' trouble
r.port hi.tories to .ssi.t them in ,valuating and discus.ing
r.peated service problaas with customers, New York Tel.phone's
representative. h4ve ,ce••• to customer trouble r.port histories

~ Ca•• 9S-C-0806, unawt~9rlz'd $Witcbipg of T,l'Rbpns Cu.to~,rs
from on' t.lspbpn, C.rri.r to Anoth,r·· ·Slamming-, Notic'
Soliciting Comment. (issued OCtober 26. 1"5).
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for ~he last 30 days, and the company has air.ed to provide the

.&me access tc n.w entrants.
New entrants want to C. notified of any scheduled

-.intenance by New York Telephone and of any major network
problems (e.O" switch failures or major cable cuts) that could
impact their c~stomers' .ervice. They also want to have
ameroency procedure. in place that will enable them to continue
to transact business with New Yor~ Telephone in the event the
company's electronic interfaces fail New York Telephone has
agreed to co=ply with these requirements, and the parties are
discussing how this will be accomplished.

New entrants want New YorK Telephone to provide them
with Monthly service quality performance data which will enable
th~ to compare the serviee quality they are receiving from New
YorK Telephone with the service quality that New York Telephone
ia providing to other new entrants and to its oeneral body of
eusto~rs. New Yor~ Telephone has agreed to provide such service
quality data electronically. In the event. new entrant's

custo~er calls New York Telephone's repair bureau by mistake, new
entrants want New York Telephone to direct the call to the
correct company. New entrants also want Nev York Telephon. to

use & new entrant's br&n4 name when the new entrant's customer is
contacted on a r.pair and to bill the new .ntrant. rather than
the end user, tor repairs involving special charges. New York
Telephone agrees that it and Dew entrants have to develop mutual
procedures for h&Ddling .uch transactions and i. developing
propo.al. for di.cus.io:'1 with new entrants.

3. Billins IQd Uatg. petail
New entrants want N.w York Tel.phone to provid. eall

u.t~e details .•0 they can bill th.ir .ubscriber. according to
their own rlt. structures. ~'Y tlso want to receive bills which
include both s~ized and detailed charges for III services
provided by M.w York Telephone New York Telephone bas generally

agreed to the•• request•. and the parties are working on the

implementation details. A ~ey agreement r.tched by the partie.
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billing
as ~,
format,

regard.
billing

information. New entrants requested a data fo~t known
Although N.w York Telephone docs not currentl)' use this

it has agreed to .cCO~te the new .ntrants in this
Th. parties have also agreed on how the usa;' and

dAta ~ill be transmitt.d c.tw.en companies.

4. Credit. Collectigns
The credit and coll.ctions sUbgroup haS been ~••ti~g tc

establish the process's to ~ us.d to i~lemcnt collections
.fforts (blocking. suspension. termination and .ubsequ.nt
r.eonnection for s.rvic.) and to address fraud det.ction
proc.dures. The s~roup has been dilcussin9 how ord.rs will be

taken to block categories of service, and to suspend, t.rminate
an~ r.con=ect .ervice. and how fraud det.ction r.ports will be
supplied to n.w entrants. New entrants are int.rested in
round-the-clock cap&l:lility in all of th••e areas. New 'York
Telephon. does not currently conduct these .fforts for itself on
that besis. but is working toward that end and has committ.d to
maKe that s.rvice available to new .ntrants when it is adopt.d by

New York Telephone.

s. Competitive Local Exchange Carrier
or PArtial R,sell.; !,qyirtmtnts
This sub-group vas 'stablished to consid.r the

operationAl n••4. of companies that r.sell New York Telephone'.
unbundl.d linXs and ports.. MAny of tbe operAtional needs of
these firma Ire .imilar to those of ••rvice res.ll,rs. They
generally involv, funetionAliti.s r,lating to tbe s.rvie,
ordering proclss which will ~ addr.ssed by a n.w direct customer
acc,ss system ~inq developed by New York Tel.phone to facilitate
&nd stre~line service ord.ring for link and port resell.rs.
Competitive local .xchange earri.rs ICLECS) Also h.ve some unique
r,quirea.nt•. because they are not siaply r.s~11in9 N,w 'York
T.l,phon,'s local exchange serviee but are int.rconnecting
componcn~. of New York Telephone" network (links and ports) with
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~heir own facili~ies. Some of these requirements are described

belo.....
When CL!Cs co-locate their facilities in New York

Telephone's een~ral offices. they rely on New Yerk Telephone to
p~ovi~. the intraoffice cables necess~ry to connect ~heir

facilities with New YorK Telephone's. AS CLICs gain customers.
the utilization of intraoffice cables will increase, and New York
Telephone will eventually have to augment the cables. If New
York Telephone fails to do 80 in a timely ~~er. CL£Cs will be

unable to serve new customers. The CLEC. want New York Telephone
~o commit to adding capacity well before existing capacity is
ex~austed. New York Telephone acknowledges the need ~o address
this issue, but also says it needs timely forecasts ot CL£C
de.rna.nd.

CLECs want New York Telephone to provi~e certain
information about the physical ~Ke-up of each ordered link. New
York Telephone says it does Dot D\4i.ntain this information for
individual line., but would have to derive it from outside plant
engineering records. which would ~ time-cons~ing and expensive.
But the company has agreed to investigate alte~tive ways of
meeting the CLECs' needs.

Also. CLECs object to the time (uP to ten dayS) it

take. to bave links installed. They want links installed within
the same five day int~rval available to New Yor~ Telephone's
local exchange service customers. New YorK Telephone attributes
the delay to the coordination required to ensure that customers
who already have telephone .ervice and are merely switching to a

different local .ervice provider, do not experience any lapse of
.ervice. New YorK Telephone assures tbe CLECs ~~t its new
.ystcm will improve the process and reduce the interval from ten
to seven days, and also notes that links are installed within
five days when the new CLEC customer is receiving service for the
first time.
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P.ES~E SfF-VIC~.QUNcln

Some partie. are concerned that New York Telephone
could .tifle re.ale co~petition by providing new entrant. with
.erviee quality inferior to that provided other New York
Telephone customers. They want~ the company to guarantee its
.ervice quality by aCireeing to credi·:: new entr&..nts' bills when
certain service quality perfo~ce thresholds are not met. New
York Telephone opposes this.

Service quality is governed by our telephone service
.tandard. and by info~l special service. guidelines. The.e
provisions do not differentiate betw.en services provided to end
users and services provided to new entrants. Thus. new entrants
are entitled to the same service quality as Hew York Telephone'S
end users. New entrants are also entitled to the s~e

protections as end users when the c~&nY fails to meet certain
perfo~ce criteria. Such protections include cre~ts for
service interruptions and maintenance and installation rebate
plans set forth in the co~&r.Y's tariffs. as well &5 the service
quality penalty provisions con~ained in the company's longwterm
performance regulatory plan approved in Cas. 92-C-0665.

The electronic ••rvice ordering and trouble reporting
.y.t~ being developed in this ca•• are d.signed to provide
parity of service quality between new entrants and other New ¥orx
Telephone customer.. Service orders and trouble reports
generated by neW' entrants should be ba.odled the sue way, and
given the .a=e priority, •• service orders and trouble reports
generated by other New York Tel.phone customers. Also, New YorK
Telephone has agreed to provide new entrants and staff with
detailed service quality data, so New York Telephone's
perfo~ce to new entrants vis-a-vis its other CUStomers can be

1II0nitcred.
The idea of developing carrier-to-carrier performance

stAndards has ~en raised in several prior eases. including
looking toward the third year competitive ~heckpoint in the New
York Telephone incentive plan. In Case 94-C-009S. staff urged
t~t pArtie. be encour.i~ to newotiate mutUAlly accept&ble
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.ervice quality ~asYres. If they fail and seeK regulatory

intervention. they would be txp.cte~ to .pecify the type. of
carrier-to-c.rrier standards they would have us consider, for
example. standards similar to tbe loc.l exchange service
standar~s in t.~ of services, capabilities. admini.trative.
~pera~ional, and networK requirements, Objective and weaKspot
performance criteria, or something entirely different. If
rebates or penalties are sought for non-compliance with
requirements or perform&n~e thresholds, proponents would be
expected to explain how such sanction. would be det.~ined and
applied and whether the carrier-to-carrier .ervice standards and
sanctions should apply just to the ineumbents or to .11 carriers
regardless of their market share or dominance.

A service quality proeeedin; will be instituted to
reevaluate tele~hone .ervice standards in light of staff'. audit
recommendations, technological advanc~ents, and changes in
marKet structure. Parti.s ~y demonserate in that proceeding why
carrier-to-carrier .ervice .tand.r~ and sanctions for
substandard perfortr\Ance are warranted and what. form such
provisions =ight. cake.

CONs::WSION

the measures approved berein are int.ended to facilitate
widespread resale of local exehAnge service by October 1'96.
Large-seale provision of links and port. also will be possible by

that date, con.istent with our .andate that this capability
proceed in tandem with re.ale.

T.mporary rate. for re.ale of New York Telephone'. and,
if appropriate, Rochester Telephone'. local exchange .ervice will
be in place by July 19'6; p8twme.nt rat.es will be set in OCtober
1996. aecompanied by the necessary supportinv operatioDAl .y.t~
and processe._ For New York Telephone, this will be augmented by

tariffed offerings of sever.l unbundled service$ and elements
requested by new entrants to compl..ent res.le.

A notice of propo.ed rulemakiDg will be issued
concerning 'art 633 of our rules. Propo••d &IIlendlBents concern
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~hre. new .icuatioM ereatec! by t.he m\llt,l-provid.r envirONne.nc:
applicant. for .ervice who owe a different carri.r money from a
previous account: applicant.. who are currently custom.rs ot
aneth.r c:ompany, but are not current in payin9 th.ir bills: and
az:>plic&nts who apply for serviee at an addr'ls wh.re t.h.re are
~paid charges from a previous .ccount in another name.

Th. Commi.sion or4,r,:
1. ~ll prohibitions on re.ale curr.ntly in local

.xchang. company t.ariffs, witb the .xc.ption of prohibitions on
r.sale of a s.rvice limited to a cert.ain clas.ification of
custo~ers t.o custoa.rs not in that classification, ar. declar.d
void as inconsistent with the Act, except for restrictions
.n~er.t.d her.in.

2, Th. filing by local exchange compani.s, oth.r th£n
New York ~el.phone and ~oehest.r ~el.phon•. of detailed t.ariff
provlS10n. implement.ing r.sidential r.sale. is .xt,nded until
January 1, 1"7 unl•••• bona fide r.qu••t for resale i. receiv.d
by 11 local .xcbange c:ompe.ny before that. dat.,

3. N.w York T.l.phone is direct..d to file on July 1.
1996 a t.ariff making avail&ble for resale all eurrently offered
New York Tel.phone recail servie.s (exc.pt pro~otional and public
coin telephone offerings).

4. Parties to this proceeding are dir.ct.d to continue
collaboration on requ.st., presented in th.se proceedings. for
ap4c1fic unbundled .ervic.. aDd network elements and any other
outstanding i.su.s that a.ed r ••olution in order to faeilitate
OCtober 1"6 r ••ale. including ident.ification of potentially
restrietive provisions in New York ,..l.phone's ret.ail tuiffs.

5. N,w York Telephone is directed to file tariffs to
provide ISDN links, ~tend.d li~. riser cAbl.. coDlbined
physical/virtual collocation, branded directory
a.si.tance/operator services. and self-provisioned (~UDdled)

dir.etory a.sistance(operator services. on August 1. 1996 to be
eff.ctive October 1. 1996.
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6. Illue. involving carrler-to-carrier .ervice
standard. are r&m&nded to ~he appropriate proceedin~ being
instituted fro~ Module IV of the Competition II proceeding.

7, ~e.olution of Roehester Telephone" resale tariff
terms and conditions and perm.nent resale rates (Case 93-C-0103

is referred to this proceeding.
8. New Yorx Telephone is to produce a list of customer

cla.s restrictions in its retail tariffs, to be filed with the
July 1 total .ervice resale tariff.

t. New York Telephone is directed to provide new
entrants with call detail info~tion for call. originated by the
new entrants' flat rate and m••5~r.d rate cust~ers, at tariffed
rates set to recover the costs it i~curs to provlde such
information.

10. These proceedings are continued.

By the Commission.

(SIGNED) JOHN C. CRARY
Secretary
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!~TROOUCT:ON

The Georgia Ptibiie Service Commission ("Commission") is charged with
implementing and administering Georgia's new Telecommunications and Competition
Development Act of 1995. O.C.G.A. § ~6-5-160 et seq. (hereafter "the Georgia Act"). As
a part of this responsibility, the Commission ahall determine the reasonabfe rates, terms
or condttions for the purchase or resale of local exchange service, and the Commission

. shall have the authority to requk9 local eXchange companies to provide additional
interconnection services and llnOOncf!ing

Under O.C.GA. § 46..,5·;64(e), any local eXchange company or telecommunications
company desiring to purCh.se or resell services purchased from another loca! eXchange
company may petition the Commission for the authorization to purchase or resell such
seNices. On December 21. 1995, AT&T Communications of tne Southern StatErS, Inc.
(IfAT&r,) fiJed a petition With the Commis!tlon requesting the eetabliahment of rules,
rates. terms and conditions for the resale of te~communQtJonsservices as provided by
the Georgia Act. AT&T also sought an initial unbundling 01 services pursuant to the
Commission's express authority under O,C.GA § 46-5-164(g).

On F9bruary 6, HJ96. the Commission adopted a Procedural and Scheduling
Order in this docket WhlCl1 outlined the manner in Which this pro(".eedlng \Nou!d !)e
conduded. SUt)sequent to AT&T filing rts petition in this doc;:ket, on Febru!lf"j 8, 1995, the
Telecommunications Act 011996 ("the Feder~l Act~ became law. Pub. L. ~"o. 104-104,
110 Stat. 56 (Feb. 8. 1998). The 1996 Federa! ,'\et makes sweeping changes iii
telecommunications, I$.ying the g~u!"!d\wrkfor c-ompetition to grow nationally in the local
exchange market. The Federal Act requires incumbent Local Exchange Caniers (LEes)
to "offer for resale at wholesale r8te~ any teiecommunications service that the carrier
provides at retail to subseribers who are not tefecemmunications carriers· (Section
251{c)(4){A»). The Federal Act further requires that a State Commission $hal! determine
wholesale rates for those incumbent LEe services available for rQSale.(Secficn 252(d){3»).

The Consumers' utility CQunsel ("CUe"). BellSouth Telecommunications Inc.
('"BeIlSouth1, Cable Television A!soCiation of Georgia rCTAGj, BenSouth Advertising
and Publishing Company rBAPeo"), Mel Teleeommunications Corporation ("Mel''),
Sprint Communications Company ("Sprint"). ATA Communications, Inc. rATA"), MFS
lntelenet of Georgia, Inc. ("MFS"), American Communications Services of Columbus
("ACSlj, Competitive TelecommunicationsAS50c;ation ("COMPTELi, Southern Directory
and Georgia !=Jublic Communication!' Association ("GPCAj filed intervention notices in
this docKet Hearings \lYere held March 4-5, , 996, and Apnl 1-3, 1996. Post-hearing brieis
'NQre filed on ApriI1S. 1998. by AT&T, cue l3e!!SclJttl MeL COMPTEL. Spnnt. MFS and
8APCO.



FtNDft-lGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
AND DECISIONS OF REGULATORY POUCY

Based upon the entire record in 1hfs proceeding, including those matters
incorporated by reference, the Commission hereby renders the following findings of facts,
conctusions of law. and decisions of regulatory policy:

JURfSDlCTlON

JurisdtCtion is propef'lNtth ihe Commission and the Commission has authority to
render a deCision in this matter pursuant to O.C.G.A § 48-5-164{e) and § 48-5-164(g).

AT&rs petition specificaHy requests that the Commission (1) estabHsh resale rules,
(2) estabtish the rates, terms and concltions for resale as authoriz:ed by the Georgia Act,
including the appropriate wholeaale rates and the guietefines for operational interfaces,
(3) require the initial unbundling of operator services, directory assistance and appropriate
routing of repair calls, and (4) adopt the Total 'v'VIlolesale Service tariff for providing
wholesale services to reseUers as proposed by AT&T.

The Company's petition rightfuUy notes that unlike Interconnection servtces, the
Georgia Act does not require negotiations to establish the rates, tenns and conditions for
resale 01' telecommnun;eations services prior to pe1itioning the Commission for these
purposes. AT&T and BeliSouth have engaged In multiple negotiations sessions over a
four month period concerning resale and other matters pertinent to local competition in
Georgia. AT&T has been unable to reach an agreement with BeltSouth that will allow
AT&T to enter the local exchange market The Commission finds that AT&T filed this
petition seeking relieffrom the Commission after unsatisfactory lengthy Aegotiations with
8ellSouth.

. On March 12. 1996, the Commission Issued a memorandum to all parties of record
requesting that they submit to the CommissiOn their assessment of ihe impact of the
Federal Act on the Commission's ability to grant the relief sought by AT&T in the manner
set forward in the Companys petition and supporting pretiled testimony. Several parties
responded to the Commission's request
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Sf:c-i.ion 251 (cj( 1) of the feaer.::li A~ pW\.nties mat ~f1 incumbent LEG n~s the duty
to negotiate in good fatth on various local competition issues inclllding resale of servicas
and the unbundSing of network elements. Under Section 251 {e)(4} of the Federal Act,
incumbent local exchange carriers must offer for resale any telecommunications service
that the carrier provides at retail to subscribers Who are not telecommunications carriers.
Section 252(cI)(3) of the Federal Act requires the Commission to arbitrate faiiQd
negotiations on resale and direds the Commission to determine wholesale rates for
services to be resold. V\4th regard to unbundling, an incumbent LEe has a duty under
Section 251 (c)(3) ofthe Federal Act to provide any requesting telecommunicatiOns carrier,
nondiscriminatory access to network. el&ments. at any t~chnic'..ally f~!uible point on an
unbundled basis at rates. tQrms. and conditions th~~ an; just reasonable. and
nondiscrimiostory.

O.C.G.A. § 46-5 c 164(e) provides. thai iii caS&::: \kvnere the purchase Of resale of
services purchased is authorized by the Commission. ltl@ Commission shalf determine
the reasonable rates. terms. or conditions for the purchase or resaie. a.c.G.A. § 46-5
164(9) further provides that the Commission shall have the authority to require local
exchange companies to provide additional iJlt€'rC'.onl1~r:-.tiort 5ervice~ and unbundling.

Tnc Federal Act states at Section 261 (b) that· "[n]othing In fhfs part shall be
ccmstfl.if?d to prohibit any State Commissioro from enforcing regulation prescribed prior to
tt1e date of the enactment of the Telecommunications .';0 of 1996, or from prescribing
regulatans after such datFJ of enactment,irr fuffilting the requirements of this part, if such
regulations are not incon&istent with the provisions of this part." The Commission finds
that no mateiial conflicts exist bab,..sen t'1e tw'O Acts 'Iw'f'Ji regard to resale and to
unbundting. Generally the Federal Act is more speCific with regard to the requirements
for resale and unbundling, white the Georgia A.ct leaves these matters rt;lf the Commission
to decide

?ERVICES AVA!UitBLE FOR RESAL~.

Several parties presented testimony regarding "","at services should be made
available for resale. Specifically, AT&T requested that all existing retail services, induding
grandfathered service offerings and new services as they aie available be offered for
resale. Mel presented testimony \'Vhich stated that services available for resale shQuld
also include any discounted retail service, discount package, or promotional offering.
BeliSouth advocated that grandfathered services, ptOtl'lcticnai offerings. and certain
discount packages should not be made available tor resale. Other parties encouraged the
Commission to adopt the standard contained in Section 251 {C)(4){A) of me Feueraj Act.
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The COniml::;sit.n finds mitt ;::.:: ~xigtirlg retail s.ervices :;ojct 1.0) t.:..:.

teieeommunicatlons providers except those services whietl are presently grandfatherei:!
shall be made availabla fOJ resale. This includes any discounted retail service, discounted

.package. and new S&fvice offerings as they become available. Promotions are not
included because they are not tariffed offerings. Grandfathered services shall not be
available fot resale. These services by definition are no longer available to any new
subsaiption. To allow grandfathered services to be resold would serve to undermine this
basic definition. The Commission finds that it shan corrtJnueto. monitor the grandfathered
provision and the Offering of speclal promotions; to Insure that tt}ey are implemented in
,2 way tl"U!lt is consistfnt 'Nit'1 existing Commission policy

RESTRiCTIONS ON RESOLD SERViCES

AT&"T advocated tt1at the Commission impose limned restrictions on services
resold Ali parties pre~ented E"milar testimony reqlJ~sbn9 Ul~f the Comm;ssior; ~dr)p~

cenain class of servic.e fesrrictmns and tile interLATA joint marKeting rest'1ction c.ontainet7
in the F~d~ral Act Ge·:traHy. parties agreed that it would be nccess~ry for :tl":
Com~nission to impose a restriction on resale betvo,"een classes of IOGa!$i:rvice, :;'uci; clS

resale of residential locai exchange seNit~~ to business customers" Sprint noted in rls
premed testimony that: 1t]he price differential between business and re~ic!entiai

L'"tlstomers would collapse unless res.ale bet\."Veen these dasses is restricted nr t:nti! lo!:-~i

rates are rebalanced to eliminate the differentia[ between business and res;dential
customers." (Tr at pp 657~58)

Section 271 (sJ(l) of {he Federal Act Pfovide~ that untii a Bell OpOfil\ting ':.~mpany

is authorIZed to provide in.ter-LATA services in an in-region State, or until 36 morrt'1s have
passed since the date ef enactment of 1tie Telecommunications Act ot 19%, lNtlich€="Bf
is earlier, a telecommunications carrier that serves greater than 5 percent of the nation's
presubscribed access lines may not joinuy market in such State telephone exchange
service obtained from SUCh company with interLATA services provided by that
telecommunications ("..arrier

The Commission finds that it shall impose class of service restriction on the resale
of al! retail service offerings. In addition the Commission finds thst it shall adopt the
interLATA joint marketing restriction l:.ontarned II" the Federal Act

Docket No 6352-U



AT&T witnes$ Gueu!.e! inc-.Judea as an attachment to his preftled testimony an
"illustrative" Total W,ofessle Services Tariff tor providing Wholesale services to reselJers
as proposed by the Company. The proposed tariff included limited terms and conditions
for the YJhotesale provisioning of resold services AT&T requested that the Commission
adopt specific provi&ions \'Vhich included a90 day advance notice on new Offerings and
30 day advance notice on promotions. Several parties presented testimony requesting
that a separate wholesale tariff be established

The Commission finds that ATc\Ts "illustrative" Total \Nholesale Tariff is simply
that, "ilIustrative" and therefore incomplete, inadequate and shaH not be adopted. The
Commission further finds that AT&T's request to establish a 90 day advance notice on
new serv:ce offerings has not been adequately supported. BeliSouth shall be required to
file a separate comp\ele Wholesale Tariff containing the rates. terms and conditions for
ail services provided. This initial filing 3S well as proposed revisions shall be subject to
Commission approvaL Aii proposed revisions to thiS tariff shall comply with the existing
30 day filing requirement BetiSouth shall continue to compty with the existing provision
in its General Subscriber Service Tariff whid1 requires a 30 Clay notice to the Commission
on <,}If ~'\f'omotional off9ring~

AVOIDED CO$1 METHOr;OLQQ.'!:

The Federal Act provides thai State Commissions shall set wholesale prices for
telecomm~nicaUonsservices on Ule baSIS Of re-tail rates charged to subscribers for the
telecommunications services requested, eXQud:ng the portion thereof 1'!ttrioutabfe to any
costs that will be avoided by the local ex-r-Jiange carrier. (Section 252(d)(3))

All parties generally agreed that the Federal Act standard is the appropriate basis
for the Commission to determine wholesale rates; however several parties did provide
their own unique interpretation of what that standard means. Sprint \Alltness Key
advocated that the Commission determine "net" avoided cost utilizing Total Sef\lice Long
Run Incremental Cost (TSlRIC). Severa! parties recommended the Commission
determine avoided cost using readily available embedded cost information. MFS and cue
also recommended the Commission adopt ~ "net" avoided cost approaCh. Under this
approach, determination of avoided CQst would indude any added cOots of proViding a
service atwholesale. BellSouth witness Maddox presented testimony that "[iJn our study,
we looked at the costs that BellSouth would avoid making sef'Vices available for resale.
We did not take into account the increased costs that Y!!Ou!d occur for offering the
services on a resale basis." (Tr. at pp. 523-524) MCi witness Dr. An,,-um's p,efJled
testimony indicated that any "net" avoided cost should be recovered in the service mark
up. (Tt. at pp 8-12)
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W I,....J ; ~..::.JU _ I -'I ,-,

ATA Witness Schwartz recommended tha1 the Commission estabtlW 8 lower
wholesale rate tot an extended term agreement than fOr a short-term arrangement. ATA
advocates that 1t)ne Wholesale rate in an extended resale agt'8emerrt must reftee:t the
downward prenure on retail price and the upw.Rrd pres$ure on manceting and~8 costs
that will rewlt from inereased competition in the local exch8nge market.• (Tr. at pp. 708)_
MFS and Sprint also re~nctedwhofcAfe· rates bt': esllIbiahed eenrioe by service_
Testimony presented by BeJlSouth and Sprint erte:JttnIged the Commission to establish
$epelate discount. for resldentilla ~d busAnesa wholesate services to reflect the ournant
-diUerentials Which exist between IImIar retail otrel1ngs.

The Commission findS that the FedeniI Act stMdwd .. the appopriate method 10
determine ~fMI cost The CommI88iDn rejects ....~~ r avoided '?OS!
fOrw8rded by severa' parties. &ldence pmMftted in Ihit docket tIes that TSLRfC
.studies for til.. iterM in queatiol"l haw not been cOnduc::ted~ kJ do so would require
HWTaI montha. The Comm*51lion sMI initially use embedcted coat 1Ifonnati0l'l to
determine 8volded cost a. epecllled In lite F......tAct. The CorrmaiOn further finds that
.a separate discount shalf be determined for Meh c::ustonMF cIiI_ ancJ ... cfi.c:ount shall
app~1equally to .8 se~. iI:I BeltSoUlh's ¥Jhol8Nle bIrtIf. The Commission fmds that
negotiated a9",.metTl~ rmty reflA~ addition" dis.oounts for longer terms.

WHOLESALE msco'yN! RATE

AT&T and BeU$outj\ were Ole only paIties who Pf'IInn&ed an avc*See.t cost Itu<ly
in thit' doGbl AT&T's study yfeIded lin overatl wholesale dIIIcOUnt rate Of 28.3%.
aeltSOuth l

• study resulted in a 11% di8count fer rHldentiai wholeAJe offerings and &
9.5%discount for buaJness services. Met, ATA. 8f1d COMPTEL did not conduQ their own
study, bUt generally supported AT&1" $ MIOided ee.t study reatb. cue ~comm8flcMd

1tlat the Commission estabkh a Ioor level discount releeave oflhe getISouth cost study
results.. and malnbtln ;II e.iHng discount of 204J4 • O1'deted by itM! °llinoia COfnm.ree
Commission. MFS did not conduct its own study, butC8uttoned the Commission that deep
dlseoctntA diacourage the beneficia' ~Iopment of fadJltJ&tt-b8Md com~tition. MFS
furttler Mated that BeIlSouth'.......ate of avoided cost' are more con.ment with tne
undertying principles of the Federal Ad..

A review of AT&T's awided c;ost study finds 'the Compeny utIIzes embeddIJd
expense and revenue dIIt8 v.t1tch BelfSouth repor1ed to 1he Federal Commt.nicatiOns
CGmm,ssiOn (FCC) in the 1994~ Report~ InIOrmdon System
(ARMIS), specifk:afty ~eports 43.03 and 43.04. AT&T's c.o-l model~ an or eome
portion Of direct lind indireet costs: wt*h AT&T belews ate· WDided wnen eetting
8ef'Vices who....... The AT&T study 8hOW& cIrec:t cos1s avoided aa foIOM; 100% of the
cost for uncolleCttb., 1~ ~ 'lh* .xpeMee~d will martcMing. aaf~lP. Imd
8dvertising and bUOng, and 20% of the Operator-TeRng -.d Operator-PJ8n1.
AdminJmnrtion~.AT&~ study ... IIhows .¥aided cost to indude 100% of
operlltDr retat8d costs, such as calJ compllttion and number &erVk:as 1UI1C:tiOna. AT&T
maintains 1h8t the_1\JnctiOns WI' be perfcrmed by 'the CcmJplIitnys own operators.
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There are also indirect costs which AT&T's Cost Model shows as avoided. These
include 21.73% of various General and Administrative expenses-including corporate
expenses, finance. regulatory, legal, taxes, depreciation, genera) support, network.
support, research and development, and other general and adminis1rative expenses.
AT&Ts Cost Model yields a 28.3% wholesale discount

BeliSouth's Avoided Cost Model used that company's actual 1995 year-end
financial data for the state at Georgia a·s reflected in the FR-1 report and the MR-5.
BellSouth's study reflects avoided cost in the categories of uncoiectibJes, marketing,
sales, and customer service. BellSouth's Cost Model does not refted any avoided cost
in advertising, product management, cal completion seNices, number services, or indirect
cost. Bel/South's study contains avoided cost of $12,396,537 for uncolactibles,
$39,906,057 for marketing and sales, and $84,823,776 for customer seNlces. The total
avoided costs included in BellSouth's study are $137,126,370. This computed level of
avoided cost represents only 6.7% of the total expenses ($1,995,838,130) incurred by
BeliSouth for its Georgia operations during 1995. In other words, the Company has
deemed 93.3% ($1,861,747.721) of its total expenses as unavoidable. BeUSouth
maintains that the appropriate \Nholesale discounts are 11 % for residential and 9.5% for'
business.

Herein lies the fundamental difference between the parties regarding the cast that
should be reflected in the detennination of Bell$outh's \Nholesale discount BellSou1h,
MFS, and other supporting parties argue that the discount should reflect 1he costs that
are actually avoided when provisioning wholesale local services. AT&T, Mel, ATA and
COMPTEL advocate that all costs that are avoidable, whether or not they are actually
avoided. should be reflected in the determination of the 'Nholesale discount.

The Federal Act states that a resale discount should reflect the:

n[r)etaH rates charged to subscribers for the telecommunications service
requested, exduding the portion thereof attributable to any marketing, billing,
coHection, and any other costs that wiU be avoided by the local exchange
carrier." (Section 252(d)(3» .

BeUSouth has interpreted the relevant portion of ttle Federal Act relating to the
determination of a wholesale discount in a very strict manner. BellSouth maintains that
many functions now performed for tns provisioning of retail services will not be avoided
in a resale environment The Company believes that significant advertising, sales, and
other related expenses will not be avoided in a wholesale situation. BeffSouth's position
reflects l') narrow, constrained view of an avoided cost approach.
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.~.. ~~'t :1;:lt r~~. ',,!:_!~·t~· •.:!j·~~t'~g r-\d~lteS ha",,·e ta....ert a bfGt:!de~ {n~eJ!~r~L~Lrln "t U,~~

::i"pLiag<3 in ttle ~,.:rj~: a.; .."'~;, ~!PUH1g thal avoidable ce~1 !~ thp st3nd3rd m:m:1atcd by ~hc

recently passed Federa! ~e:~:slaticn Under t.'1is approac:h avoidable eo~t incJwde not ani"

direct cost, but .:;Iso mdir~r::t cost alld r~sulting overlleso8 associated with an avoided jOb

function. AT&Ts poaition supports t.i-Je inclusion of expenses such as depreciation,
administrative expense ~r"ld corpornte overhead to the e),'tent that they are avoidable

V'vhire neither approach is inherently precise, the Commission finds that in this
instance a forward-looking avoidable cost approach yields more relevant and reliable
r~sult9 than a historical based avoided cost approach This view holds particu!arly true
in light of the sweeping changes taking ptace in the telecommunications industry. f',TA
witnesS SChwartz noted: "l:i]s it not true that BellSouth has been downsizing and that th~
very downsizing they're doing should and is being created by competition and resale. and
th;;\t this cos1 shO!J.id be reflected in deriving that avoided cost? i think irs an Important
Issue and I think its one that should be taken into consideration as part of the wholesale
rate." (Tr. at Pl=J 599). BeHSouth's strict avoided cost approach would potentially inhibit
or otherwise severely limit the development of a competitive local exchange mar1<et The
Commission's endorsement of such an approach \YOuld provide BeilSouth with lime
incentive to reduce Of shed costs which are actually avoidable. These potentially
avoidable costs would continue to be subsidized by the Company's competitors; thereby
..4i\ualiy eliminating any terrn of meaningful competition .

...'1,T&i's rcsoonsa fe, CUe's Hearing Request (hereinafter referred to as "AT&T
'i':;<irtng Resonse"j fi!ed April 1, 1996. reflects the status of the Rochester Telephone
':,c;mpany (RTC) trial v.t1er€ AT&T has ceased maJ1l:.eting its competing local s€Nices. an
Gctober 3. 1995, .~T&.T filed a complaint wrth the New York Commission seeking relief
7D, reasons of price ;;liC service provisioning. The Complaint states; ~rtJhe RTC 5%
wl:o!esale discount an local service is precisety suCh a commerCiafly unreasonable
discount It is ootewaMy that the discount is so patenUy inadequate that oniy AT&T has
E>''?n attE:mpted to offer sen/ices on a resale basis pursuant to its terms. ~ (Petition ot
Rochester Tetspnor.;e CQrporation for P.pprOV(ii of Restructing Plan Case 93-C-Ql()3
~.~ Y.P .8.C., Petitio:' of p.oCl'1~stef Telephone Corporatior'! for .A,pprove! of a New Multi
'(ear Rate Stability Agree"'!ent Case 93-C-0033 NY P S.C , AT&T Communication:? 01

New York. Inc. Complaint, Petition For Dectaratory JUdgement and fOr Reconsiderahm
of Opinion No. 94·25 NV PS.C. page 5)

The CommissIon finds that BellSoutt"l's Avoided Cost Moclel represents a sound
mathematical approach toward computing a wholesale discount. The data utlUzed to
compile the stud)' represents the most recent year-end Information available for
BellSouth's Georgia operations. The Commission finds that BellSouth does not properly
a::count for certain expenses that are reasonably avoidable. The Commission finds that
the data contained in the AT&T Cost Model is dated information and to some degree
jurisdictionally mixed. The Commission finds that the AT&T study overstates certain
avoidable costs. The Commission finds that it is both necessary and prudent to revise the
avoided cost contained' In BellSouth's sludy to determine an appropriate wholesale
discount

Dock~t No 6352-U



Appendix t refiects the calrolatons supporting the wholesale uiscount adopted bj

the Commission and a narrative explaining the adjustments ma~ to BeU$outl1's Avoideo
Co31. Model. Based on the results of the computation. the Commission finds ·that the
appropriate wholesale discount is ~O.3% for restdential services and 17.3'.l,{. for business
services. The Commieston finds that thes.e discounts shall apply to all recurring. non·
recurring and intrastate totl retail offerings. The Commission finds that the currently
tariffed non~recurring charges for primary and secondary services with the appropriate
discount will apply to reselters (See BeliSouth's Response to Staff Hearing Request No.
3 to Lorraine Maddox, page 1 of 1). The Commission finds 1hat these levels shall remain
in effect tor a 12 month period. At the end of this 12 month period, the Commission shall
cr.mduct J review to determine if the need exist:!; to modify these initial discount levels.

OPERATIONAL tNTERFACe_~

AT&T has specifically requested that the Commission r-equire BetlSouth to
establish electronic operational intertaees for pre-service ordering, service ordering ana
PfO\-1sioning, directory listing and line Infonnation databases, ser"iC$ trouble reporting and
customer daily usage data. The Company has also requested that the Commission apply
an additional 10% discoun1 for BeflSouth's fallure to comply with the establishment of
electroniC interfaces. AT&T is supported in its request by Mel. ATA. and Sprint AT&T's
Hesring Response reflects service provisioning concerns raised by the Company in its
October 3.1995 complaint filed against RTC with the New yon:. Commission "AT&T;:;I
severely disadvantaged due to the faet that RTC has faIled to provide procedures for
resellers to access the RTC databases for on~fine queries needed to perform basic.
service functions as scheduling customer appointments." (Petition of Rochester
Telephone Corporation for Approval of Restructing Plan Case 93-C-0103 N.Y.P.S.C.,
Petition cf Rochester Telephone Corporation for Approval at a New Multi Year Rate
Stability Agreement esse 93-C-0033 NYP S C , AT&T Communications of New York
Inc. Complaint, Petition For Dectaratory judgement and for Reconsfderation of Opinion
No. 94-25 N.Y.PS.C.. page 12). ATA witness Schwartz testified: "[m]y concem is how
do we now proceed to Interface into their system, how do 'Ne provision those customers
now with them. tf we can't do it electronical!y, It'S tust going to be a disaster." (Tr, at pp.
721)

BellSouth witness Scheye acknowledges thai.. In]o one is l1appy, believe me,
with a system that is not fulty electronic" (Tr at pp 430)_ Further testimony by Scheye
indicates that "[i]n the inrual stages we plan to use fax macnines.... " (Tr at pp. 429).
MFS and BeUSouth recommended that the Commission delay the establishment of
electronic interfaces until after national standards are SBt
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