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will not provide significant benefits to third parties because ofthe limitations inherent in the
service creation puameters established by the LECs.IOI1

474. Seve.ral parties ..-1hat incumbeDt LEe SCP databases and AIN triggers in the
incumbent LEe switch should be UIlbundled for a requesrina carrier. IOII Most incumbent LEes
argue that sufficient mediation Deeds to be developed and implemented before any third party
interconnection to AIN will be teclmically feasible. IOI9 Some parties, however, counter that there
is sufficient screenina in 1he STP and that incum..LEes should be required to accept AIN
signaling messages from CODlpedtors' AIN SCP databases without additional mediation.lotO

AT&T~ that the ret\Jal to carry AIN messages pmven1Scompetitive carriers from offering
the .meadvanced AIN and CLASS services as tile incumbent l•• AT&T:further COJ1teJldsthat
mediation will not be necessary, because just IS CIIriers.. certified before imetconDecting with
other caniers' SS7 netwoIb, CM'riers can be certiftecl for AIN. IOt2 Some competitors argue that a
short transitional period ofmediated access could be established to allow time for the adoption of
standards to ensure netwodc integrity, but only ifincumbent LEes were required to use the same
mediated access.lOP3

475. A few parties, including AT&T and MCI, propose unbundling ofAIN in order to
allow competing carriers to interconnect their own SCP database to the incumbent LEes' AIN so
that competing carriers could provide call processing instructions to the incumbent LEC's switch

1011 AT&T COIDDleIltS in CC Docket No. 91-346. 5-11 (caaapedtGn would be restricted to the~ LEe's AIN
ard1i1Iecture md software platform, 1RVIIItIaI1he c:reItion IIid~ of'!Jlique AIN~);ALLNET
commeats in CC Docket No. 91-346.2; Ad1loc TelecommuDicitio Users Committee comments in CC Docket
No. 91-346 at 8-9.

1011 Ad Hoc TeJeoommubic:atioas Users Comm.i1tee commeBtl. 17; GCI. 12; Louisiana Commmioa at 5; LeI
commeats at 18.

1-BeIlSouth comments. 47. Medi8doD refers to Idditicmll~ softwlre or devices to prevent incorrect or
unacceptable AIN messages fiom mcbing 1he switch or SCP d....se. ld

10J0 ACfA commeats at21 (mediatiaa cIevices will ~J'OIldial~ IDd sipificaDtly increase COIII.pCI..tito5t~Telcma...... at 45 (sjaQollCticlll. 251....,.1iIDited to teJeeomlDUIIicatioDI CIiITim.. Who
. .~ to network 1ICUrity"=.requDemlldl u wen u riaorous testiDa~ then is DO

need mediation for lICCIII to AJN elemlilts .

10111 AT&T reply at 20(~thIt IUd1 a refUsal violates the requirement ofsection 251(c)(2) for intereoDneetion
OIl "just, reasonable and DODdisc:riminatory" terms).

10112 S. Letter in CC Docket No. 91-346 &om Bruce Cox, <low_A&ks Director, AT&T, to Willi8m F.
Caton,~~, FCC, AUI- 21, 1995 (.4T&Tl111elJitlft. Networa Proposal) Atlacbment at 2; but8.
PacTe! ftlPIyIt 22 (ceriificatlOn wOuld.pm'CIIIIt~ from ..sing.erroDeOUS~es to an incumbent
LEes A1N"SCP wIiich could lead to UDIUdiorized cbaDies in a customer's service or PIC).

IOIIJ Cable & WirelesS comments at 25; MCI comments at 36; ACSI comments at 44.
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for calls to or from its own customers.10P4 AT&T.... that this would allow it to offer di1fenmt
services to the customer than does the incumbent LEe, wlUch would increase competition in the
local exchange market.1095 Ericsson Idmits that this is "an attractive concept which might
increase competition" but argues that there are numerous technical issues that must be resolved,
including billing and service interaction issues. IOM Incumbent LEes, manufacturers and other
parties argue that it is not tedaDica11y feasible for a ccapetiDa provider to coaneet its own
altemative call procesang database to the iDcumlMmt LEe aplina Detwork.lOP? Many parties,
including virtually all iDcumbeat LEes, ape....allowing a competioa carrier orreseller to
connect its own alternative call processing database~y to the iacumbent LEC's SS7 network
because of the network reliIbiIity aDd security issues it creetes.1OM These puties WIlD that
requiring such \DlbuDdled access to AIN could IDIb • iDeumbeat LEC's switch vubnble to
inappropriate routiDg and billiDainsVuctiODS 1iom the competitor's SCP.l"'BeUSouth ques
that the Intelligent Networks docket supports a findioa daat this type ofAIN unbuNting is not
technically feasible. 11°O Sprint contends that it could not forecast capacity needs for a competing

10M ACfA comments 1t21; ATAT comments It23-25· CIbIe A V.... commeats It 24; Mel COIDIDeDts It 18,33
(~ tbat such brteR:oaneetion is -ted by the~ofthe 1DfcJnDId0ll JDdustry Liaison Committee
(IILC) f.:e #026 Task Force on Lone~ UnbuJldliDl);(!ODipTel comments It44; AtAT reply It 19-20.

lOPS ATAT comments at 23-25. ATAT IIdmits tbat this~t would require carriers to~~ an
expanded sianaling message set for AIN call processing, but it II'JPM'S tbat suchm~ are~ (tefined by
Bellcore anait is the refusil ofincumbent LEes' to ac:cCpt them that prevents its depJOYmeat. Id

10M Ericsson comments at 6.

10P7 Sprint comments at 41 (there are siaDificlnt network~ issues involved with introcIueiq a third pIrty
_Due to an SS7netwOlk); BeUSoudi comments at 46 (befOre iDtercoaDectioa ofa~ diilbile to an
incumblDt LEe's sipaling sYItal. more deve~opau.t is SIiI1 needed for~ protocol ac:a.aiI& CIII pppiDg,
resource c:onteDtion, overlOad CClIdioI, feature iDfenction[!EadbiIIiDI CODCeIIII for suc1i III
lI'I'lIDIement); Ericsson comments at 6 (iDtercoDDectioa ofa ".,.... to III Q:umbeDt LEe's..ina
sy-.1DiPt~ OOIIlpetidoa but there Ire COIIlJ!Iex tIdmi issUes to·1ddress befOre such a schane Could
become teClmically feasible); Teleport COJIlIIIeJ1tI at 37-38.

I-BeIISouIbCOBllal1l.at45-46~ofa~=tot!""'~"""'"
creIteItbe~ forhud.~......~o,..1IIWj. . •I..... . • ...at45
Crecc:diD DDcketNo.91·34i1· dhevidilce~ __ .·· iDtIIIiWlityof
il1te1"-.letion ofdUrcJ..aerty _bl..lto. iDcmDbeDt.. Lie.....~....): Sariat comn'_1t 41.(C.mot test
for system validation ana feIhIre",'-l;T~CCW'MDtl1t 37:3 GVNW CClIIIIIHIltI at 30-31 (Iuda
intercomrection must be mediated to protect 60th networks &om poIieDIiaI &om incorrect SS7 messaps).

10119 BeUSouth comments. at 46; Ericsson comments at 6; TCG CCMIJIIMlDts at 37-38; GTE=..It 21-22(~
~ to AIN triqers not teduIic:aijy feasible without JMdietioa becAIe ofliltWork •• ad.-vice iDte&ritY
lSSUtII); Teleport COIIJlDIIdI at 37-31; Ind lee Cable &:W"1I'C1eaI CCIIIIIDeI1ts at 24 (incumbilt apments
con~network integr:ity are analoRous to AT&T arguments in Cartetfone that non-Bell System equipment
could cause malfunctions in the network).

:'::--:::::"~'::'~.. =.'.==i.~.~l=...~:n..~
~=tm~:~::rc:::r~~,mfDee.14, ~~~igMt
Networks Joint Report). The 4T&T.Be11 South Intelligent etwcrb JoiIIIRJIport detailed the results oftheif
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carrier's altemative databue in Older to identify its own network capecity requiremeats.IIOI

GVNW adds that any naticmal rule requiring such a fOJm ofintereoDnection would require many
small incumbent LECs to make uneconomic upgrades oftheir switches in order to accommodate
it1102

476. Many parties conteDd that fUrther testing ofAIN is needed before fUrther access and
intereoDnection between carriers can be CODSidered tecJmieally feasible. lud Most of1be DOCs
support a two year testing plan for the industry to f\Jrtber investigate issues relating to AIN
before moving forward to third party inteteormeedon.lI04 Several perties, however, urge the
Commission to reject the LEes' proposed Inlelll.11/ Networlrs testing plan, argue that it is not
necess8I'Y to ensure netWork intelrity IDd that it is incoDsistent with the 1996 Act.1105 p.nes
opposed to theLECs' testing pllll assert that it is vague and revisits work that has already been
done in existing industry fora. 1106 Supporters ofthe LEes' testingpJan, however, COUDter that
they are willing to ccmsider 'WOl'king within existing industry fora. 1107 As described in the
Intelligent Networks docket, the LEC testing plan will take place over a two year period with
final recommendations to be decided by the participants themselves. Some competitors, while

1aboratory-to-1aboratory test concerning the inten:onnection ofan AT&T SCP to BellSouthts SSP. Jd

1101 Sprint comments It 41.

1102 OVNW comments It 36-31.

1105 cable & W"aeless CODIIIlClDtIIt 26; Met comments at 36-37. S. al80 AT&T upcIIIte CODUI1eDts in Docket 91-
346 atS-6. .

1106 Mel comments at 36-37; butI. OlE reply at 22 (testing is necessary and is not intended for delay).

1107 ua. in CC Docket No. 91·3460- s.dra~pincD',FecInl bnIItorY, SBC eomm..... to
W"illiIm CUaD, AetiDlsea..y, FCC,~ 22, 1996~MIl)' 22 J.oIgMt1f.nwira Ex PtJIW}. SBC eaatiDds
that the JointLEC~~~.new forum~ in~ to Mers prior assertioas thalATIS
sponsored forums were ineffeCtive in IddnSsing interconnectlon issues. Id It 4-S.
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allowing for the need for further testing, advocate imposing a JDIDdatmy time limit on the
resolution ofthe·outstanding mediation issues for unbundled access to AIN.1101
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477. Some commenters believe that a Commission order to Unbundle AIN fuDctionalities
would satisfy the objectives ofthe Intelligent Networks proceedi•.1109 AT&T aSserts that, if
unbundled sipalina explicitly includes the exchanae ofAIN .paling messages between
incumbent LEe switches IDd competitor's SCPs, then the Commission does not need to pursue
CC Docket No. 91-346 further because its objectives will be met in this proceedina.ll1O SBC,
however, urges the Commission not to merge the Intelligent Networks proceeding into this
docket. JJ11

C. DUCUllioD

478. In the interconnection section above, we conclude that the exchange ofsignaling
information between LECs necessary to exchange traffic and access call related databases was
included within the intercoDnection obligation ofsection 251(cX2).1I12 Thus, notwithstanding
any obligations under section 251(cX3), incumbent LECs are requirod to accept and provide
signaling in accordance with the exchange oftraffic between intercoDnecting networks. We
conclude that this exchange ofsignaling information may occur through an STP-to-STP
interconnection.

(1) Sip_ling Links and STP

479. We conclude that incumbent LECs, upon request, must provide nondiscriminatory
access to their signaling liDks and STPs on an unbuDdled bIais. We believe it is teclmically
feasible for incumbent LECs to Provide such iccess, and that such access is critical to entry in
the local exchange market. Further, the 1996 Act requires DOCs to provide "nODdiscriminator
access to databases and associated signaling necessmy for call routing and completion" as a

11. Cable et Wnless c:omlll4!!lrts at 2S; MCI c:ommCldl at 36 (1dvocatiIIa that the Commiyjon refer C?'dIfIIlCIioiissues" die DLC...I\I026.-._-.-to.................1IIIt it IbouId IDOIIiflarproanu to
easure ~1emeatation ofaccess to the remaining interface poin1s is accomplished widlin six months oftbe end of
an initial negotiation or arbi1ration process).

1109 AT&T comments at 25 n.29; Cable & Wnless commCldl at 26.

11I0 AT&T CM1ments at2S n.29.

11I1 SBC comments at 46 (arguing that record in CC Docket No. 91-346 is already complete).

. 1112 S.8!'JH"l, Section IV.we=~VJ.4.c.(4), such exclump ofsign,Unl information does not
include tile exdwalO ofAlN I' .. .'~..Mtworb for the purpose ofpreViding AIN messaps to
the incumbent LEe's switch fi'Oin a competitor's SCP dltlbue.
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precondition for entry into iJKeIion iDterLATA services.ll13 Thus, it appears that CoDgress
contemplated the unbundling ofsipling systems as network elements.

480. We conclude tbat ICCeSS to unbundled signaliDlliDks and 8TPs is teclmically
feastble.1114 The majority ofoommenters, includiDa incumbent LEes, agree 1bat it is teclmically
feastble to provide unbundled access to sipaliDg )bits and S1?s. IllS Parties DOte that incumbent
LBCs aad sipaliug~ already provide such 1CCeIS.1II6 In additiOl1,aeveral state
commissions already require iDcumbent LEes to provide unbundled elements of887
netwoIb.1117 Because ofthe screening role played by the STP and IISOCia1ed network reHability
concerns that were raised in the record, however, we do not require that incumbent LEes permit .
requesting carriers to link their own 8TPs directly to the incumbent's switch or call-related
databases.11I1 We take a deliberately conservative approach here because ofsignificant evidence
in the record and we note that mere conclusory objections to technical feasibility would not alone
be sufficient evidence.

481. Under section 2S1(d)(2)(A), the Commission must consider whether access to
proprietary networ.k elements is necessary.1119 Commeaters did DOt identify proprietary concems
with signaling protocols for the 887 network.I120 Moreover, in general, 887 sipaJing networks
adhere to Bellcore standards, rather then LEe-specific protocols and provide seamless

Ul3 47 U.S.c. f 271(e)(2~Xx). S.1lbo Itnlfl.ofStlLPNaIIr,~ daIt"....................
[is] important ifyou are JoiDJ to c:ompete IDd pt into the mIItet." 141 CODa. he. S8163 (Jime 12, 1995).

Ul4 As 4IIcuIIed ,..", we~.. it ia IlClIt tIdti1IIoIJIy.....to...... the SCP hID.. itII.,a1ted STP,
tbenfore,we·doDOt~__haltI.BCa to u...ODIMCdna SCPaIO STPa. We
~ that we take tbii CGDJIMdvo COUI'IO hore becIuIe oldie mcIeDc:o ill the ricCIn:IlDd note that mere
CODclusory objections to technical feasibility will not be CODSidered sufficient evidence ofsuch.

UlS &Ie, e.g., AT&T comments at 23; TIA comments at 14; U S West comments at 48; PacTelreply at 21-22.

1116 s-, e.,., BeIlSoudl CClID1DtIIII at 43; GVNW comments at 29; NYNEX COIIUDIIl1I at 71; US1N reply at 1.

Ul7 &Ie, e.g., Colorado Commission comments at 24; Midlipn Commission comments at 12; Texas Commission
comments at 19.

1111 s-, e.g., Ameritech commeats at SO; Bell Atlantic COlIIIDIIlts at 27; MCI comments at 34-35; SIlriDt 00IIIJMIds
at 40. We note,~that we do not preempt those stIte commissions that have required iDcUlllbentLEes to do
so. SeeRlinois JJ'hol, Order.

Ill' 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(d)(2XA).

1120 ATetT G'gUeI tbat1hn areno~ ....y iDfonIIIdoIl __.....--,informatiaD is......teet ill the
incumbent LEC's switch and is provisIOned entirely by the iDeumbent LEe. AT& comments at 26.
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intercoDnectivity between netwOrks.1121 Thus, we conclude that the UDbuDd1ing ofsignaling links
and STPs does not plaeIlt proprietary concerns with respect to the incumbent LEe.

482. Under section 2S1(d)(2)(B), the Commission must CODSider whether "the failure to
provide access to such network elements would impeir the ability ofthe telecommunications
cmier seeking access to provide the services that it seeks to offer."1122 Access to signaling
systems continues to be a critical element to providing competiDI1ocal exchange and exchange
access service. The vast majority ofcalls made over incumbent LEC networks are set-up and
controlled by separate signaling networks. Incumbem LEes que that access to signaling
systems and associated da1lbaes is already available from other providers and therefore, they
should not have to unbundle them. for access by com.petitors.l123 As discussed above, section
251(dX2)(B) only relieves an incumbent LEe ofits unbundling obligation ifother unbuDdIed
elements in its network could provide the same service without dimiDUtion ofquality. Because
altemative signaling methods, such as in·baDd sipaUng, would. provide a lower quality of
service,l124 we conclude that a competitor's ability to provide service would be significantly
impaired ifit did not have access to incumbent LECs' unbuDdIed signaling liDks and STPs.

483. The purchase ofUDbundled elements oftbe SS7 network gives the competitive
provider the right to use those elements for signaHng between its switches (including unbundled
switching elements), between its switches and the incumbent LEC's switches, and between its
switches and those third party networks with which the incumbent~'s SS7 network is
interconnected. When a competitive provider pW'Cbases unbundled switehina from the
incumbent LEe, the incumbent LEe must provide nondiJcrimiDa1o access to its SS7 network
from that switch in the same maDDer in which it obtains such access itself. Carriers that provide
their own switching facilities should be able to access the incumbent LEC's SS7 network for each

1121 A." OOIDIMl-...- ...JIIo.hibit_...LBCI...··.~•.~·""'iD"'~
protocols. These parties lIPthIt iUc:h •~ interest coDfticIs w1Ch the COIl~~ fCIr.,.
ICCeIS to sipanDICIS to maintain die se.mIeSs nationwide "network ofnetworks." See Frontier comments at
16 n.31; Wyoming ~ssion comments at 24.

1122 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(d)(2)(B).

1121 Set. Lg., Bell Atlandccommems at 27-28; BellSoutb. comments at 44; GTE comments It 40-41; NYNEX
commems at 71.

1124 _SS7 network ,ipalilla is critical in 1be provisionof~"~..-vices. ~ ai...,"ina
m to travel . . fiom 1M voiCit • for iIlcIivit*I. ~. . ad . Ie a
h=ewsi~8J:=services. ATet~ at 23. ;:n~N~cltion
(Caller ID) an CaJ!mg Name IdentificatioD, as well as enlwM:ect Ca11 set-up functions and SUch Custom Calling
feamrea II~Call and R.etum Call, would be unavailable without SSTcapabilities. Bell Atlantic commeets at
Attachment 3, 17.
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oftbeir switches via a signa1ina link between their switch and an incumbent LEC's STP.IW
Competitive camers should be able to make this connection in1he same IDIIDJ1er as an incumbent
LEC connects one ofits own switches to the STP. This could be accomplished by the incumbent
providing in unbundled sipalmlliDt ftom its STP to the compeCitor's switch or by a competitor
bringing a signaling link from its switch to the incumbent LEe's STP.

(2) CaD-Related D••bues

484. We conclude that iDcumbent LECs, upon request, must provide ncmdiscrimiDato
access on an unbundled basis to their caIl-reIamd databuesl126 for the purpose ofswitch query
and databue re8pODSe tbroughthe SS7 netwotk.l127 Thus, for example, we find that it is
technically feast"ble for incumbCIlt LEes to provide access to the Line Information Databue
(LIDB), the Toll Free Clmngli>atabue IDd Number Portability doWtlltre8m databases.1121 The
vast majority ofparties, includiDg incumbent LEes, apee that it is teeJmieally feasible to provide
access to the LIDB and the ToD Free Callina dBtaba_ at an STP linked to the datab8se.l129

Several state commissions also report that they have ordered iBcumbent LEes' to provide such
access to the LIDB and the Toll Free Calling databases. l130 We require incumbent LECs to
provide this access to their caD-related databases by means ofphysical access at the STP linked

11211 Call-related databases are those SS7 databases used for billing and collection or used in the transmission,
routing. or other provision ofa telecommunications service.

1127 Query and~ access to a call-related databue is ineeDded to~ the iDcumbeDt LEe onlY to provide
access to its call-related databIsea u is~to_~ a c:am.pedDa provida'11Wi1dl (iDc~the 1IIe of
unbundled switehiu) to access the call-related datatiue fuactioas~ by 1bItd....... The mcumbeDt LEe
~mediIte or reaaifct access to 1batDICIUm'Y for the compedDa priWkIer to jirovide sudl ArVices U Ire supported
by the d-bue.

1121 AT&T indicates that for LIDB lad 100/888 dIIabue~ .-cIIr'd 'reAP-.have hem established,
and reliability, security visionin ud billiD& issues have hem Idckeaed. LeIter ftOJD XIr'fIl W.~
Manapr, A1'"&T to WiU&:CatAJD!tctiD& Secray. Fcc, July 16, 1996 (AT&T~ 16.Perte). Ben Atliadic
states 1bIt it currently~ iD1Ien:oaDectio for LIDB-' 800 databa•. Ben Attimtie commeats at 2. Number
J)OJ.1IbiJity "doWDSttelDl 4atabases" .... definod in Part S1ofour ruIIa U adopted by tbia Order. S.el" tits AIotItIr of
TeleDhorie Number PortabiJl!Y, First~ and Order and F1utberNotice ofPropOsed RuJemaking, CC DocketNo.
95-f16, FCC 96-286 (reI. July2, 1996).

1129 sa, ..g., Ameritech COIDIDeIltIIt 47; AT&T CMlDMIdI at 24; ALl'S MI!IIMdI at 31; 01'£ MIDIDf!Ilts It 40;
MCI comments It 34-3S; NYNEX comments at 71; U S West COIDIIMIltS at 48.

1130 LouiIiIDI Commisaion COIDIIltlDts ..S;~CommisIion comments at 12; PacTel comments at Appendix
A, 7 (California Commission has required such access).
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to the unbundled database. We fiDei that such access is critical to entry in the local exchange
market.

485. We conclude that it is not technically feasible to unbundle the SCP from its
assoeiated STP. We note that the overwhelming majority ofcommeaters contend that it is not
technically feasible to access call-related databases in a manner other than by connection at the
STP directly linked to the caIl..reJated datlbase.1131 Parties quethat the STP is desiped to
provide mediation and screening functions for the SS7 network that are not performed at the
switch or database. I132 We, therefore, emphasize that access to call-related databases must be
provided through interconnection at the STP and that we do not require direct access to call­
related databases.

486. Several commcmters also identified access to call-related databases used in the
incumbent's AIN to be critical to fair competition in the local market,1133 aDd some state
commissions have ordered incumbent LEes to provide access to AIN databases.l134 We
conclude that such.access is technically feasible via an STP for those call-related databases used
in the incumbent LEC's AIN.l13s First, ofcourse, when a DI:W entrant purchases an incumbent's
local switching element it is technically feasible for the new entnmt to use the incumbent's SCP
element in the same maDDer, and via the same sipeling liDks, as the incumbent itself. Thus, we
find no technical impediments in the record with regard to such access when a requesting canier
is also purchasing a local switching element associated with the AIN call-related database.

487. Further, we conclude that when a new entrant deploys its own switch, and links it to
the incumbent LEC's signaling system, it is technically feasible for the incumbent to provide
access to the incumbent's SCP to provide AIN-supported services to customers served by the .
new entrant's switch. Some SS7 network services resellers currently provide such access.l136

Other potential local competitors present additional evidence supporting the technical feasibility

1131 $«, e.g., Sprint comments at 40; AT&T reply at 19-20 n.32.

1132 Sa, e.g., GTE comments at 40; USTA comments at 36.

1133 Cable & Wire10Is coauneDts at 24; CitiRas Utilities COIIIIDeD1I at IS; MCI cmunents at 32-33; 11A comments
at 14; CompTel commeats at 43; AT&T c:ommeats at 23-26.

1134 Louisiana Commission comments at S; Wyoming CMuniuim comments at 23-24; 8lIe abo mlnois WhoIaole
0rtJ6r.

1135 AT&T commeats It 23-26;~Te1 com",,"*, at4~ COIDIIlIllts at 36; Letter ftcm Wea.dY BIuemiDa.
Re2UlltorY Affairs and Public Policy, SNET to William Acting Secreta1y, FCC, July 23, 1996 (SNET 1U1y
23l:r Parle); AT&T July 16 Ex Parte.

1136 SNET July 23 Ex Parte; Letter &om Stephen Kraskin, Dluminet (USTN) to Office ofdle SecretIry, FCC July
23, 1996 (US'IN July 23 Ex Parte).
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ofsuch access.1I3? Unlike the situation where a competitor's SCP would control the incumbent's
switch (which is discussed below in section V.I.4.c.(4», in this scenario, the incumbent's SCP
will respond to and control the competitor's switch, and potential competitors that have
commented in the record do not express netWork Jeliability concerns with reprd to such
control.1131 FU1'ther, lib tile software resident in a switch, the incumbent LEes appliCltioas
resident in aD SCP are merely pat oftbe oV«Bll·softwate IDd h8rdware maldng up the SCP
facility. Thus, cmiers purdwfna acceSs under either lCeDlrio above may use the incumbent's
service applications in addition to their own.1139 .

488. AJ.thouah we CODClude that access to incumbmt AIN seps is teeImically feasible, .
we agree with BellSouth that such access may present the need for mediation mechanisms to,
among other things, protect data in incumbent AIN seps and ensure against excessive traffic
volumes.l140 In addition, there may be mediation i&tues a competing carrier will need to address
before requesting such&CCe$S.1I41 Accordingly, ifparties are UDable to agree to appropriate
mediation mechanisms through Degotia1ions, we conclude that durina arbitration ofsuch issues
the states (or the Commission acting pursuant to section 2S2(e)(S» must CODSiderwhether such
mediation mecbanlsms will be available and willldequately protect against intenticmal or
unintentional misuse oftile inctdnbent's AIN facilities. We encourage incumbent LEes and
competitive camers to participate in industry fora and industry testing to resolve outstanding

1131 &Ie AT&T July 16 Ex PtlI1e; see also AT&T comments at 23-26; CompTel comments at 43; MCI CXIIIlDleDts at
36.

11K S. AT&T July 16 1:% PtII'ftI.• A.TAT ...... tIaIt DO~I or UDicIue relilbDity~would be a'eIted
that bave DOt alnidybleD 1ddresse4_resolved bytbose incumbent LEes who have iJroposed SMS ICCeSS for
third parties in the JilteDipDt Networks proceeding. Id "

1139 &Ie infra, Section V.I.4.c.(3) on UDbundJed access to the incumbent LEe's SCE IDd SMS.

1140 LeUer from W.W. Jordan, F.xIc:uIive DiNc:ror -Fedenl~ to W'1lliIm CltQa.Actin&
~, FCC, July 16, 1996 (BeIlSouf4.~ 16 E%= . . $CPto a AI..EC SSP [lWkChl
iDtenxmDection arraqanent, network reliability IIld COIlCII'DS, fi'oIIl BeDSauthtspea~e,wouldlarply
be IimitIld to issues aiSociated widl1nflic ~u.-"--'!IIIlida,~RMtiaDi .
Ameritech to W'1lliIm Catoa.,~,Sea::.l'~ 17, 1996 (Amedtec:h!u1y 17 E%P=~~, volume of
~ lent from the CLBC SSP EIWitch) c:oWd over ,the LEe SCP,~widl,'1he. . oftbe..-vice
Drovided to that CLBC, or with adacI'''' wbich may opnIIe GIl..LEC't ."}; 1AItef...ro.mMuIieri,
I>irector-FCC ReJaticllls, BeD Atlaatic to Robert S. T_.~Aclrisor.~ JiiJy'18 1996 '(BeJf!dlatic
July 18 E% PtlI1e). Bel1SouIh aIIo __ the need for mectildae to)ll'eVG 11DlIuthorizedm~, ofiDfonnation
witlUD lID iaouInMat LBCI AIN SOP ....... , BeUSouda1aIY 16"&P.... 1DcuIabIat LICIt ON""'" iDdais
poceoding md in the IN~ focus OIl the need £or ""'dfltion to~ a~s"""bese"
SeD' inappropriate AIN . iDformatioD to the iDcumbeDt LBCI switCh (He ¥V . V.I.4.c. 4 . SeePactfcomments at 61-62' DSoUdl CClIIUDeDts at 4s-46' Bell AtIaD1ic CClIIIIDeIlIB at~ 3, 18-19'~ ~West
C(IIDIDMtsin CC DocbtNo. 91-346 at 73-74, 84; NYNiX CClIIIIDeIIts in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 14-15; SBC
c:omments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 8-9. .

1141 MediaDon !DIY be aeceslary for~ cmiers to ensure 1bat iDadverteDt feature intene:tioas, network
~ent c:bmiol and customer priv8cy CODCerDI do not arise from such 1CCeSS. See e.g., Ameritech July 17 Ex
Parte.
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mediation concems.l142 Incumbent LEes may establish. reasc:maWe certification and testing
programs for carriers proposing to access AIN call related databases in a manner simUar to those
used for SS7 certificatiOn.1143

489. We recogDize that providing unbundled access to AIN call-related da1abues at cost,
and in particular providing 8CClIIS to tile incumbent LEe's software BPPHaations that MSide in the
AIN databases, may reduce the incumbent's incentive to deYelop new and advanced services
using AIN. In the near term, however, requiring entrants to bear the cost ofdeploying a fully
redtmdant network architecture, including AIN databases and their appHcation software, would
constitute a significant bani.-to IDIIbt entry for competitive caniets. As local service markets
develop, however, competitioo may reduce the incumbent LEC's control over bottleneck
facilities and increIse the importIIDce ofinnovation. In those cilCIJm8tJlllQes it is impmtaDt that
incumbent LEes have the·incentive to develop unique ad irmovative services supported by AIN.
1"heIefore at a later .date,we will revisit the proper baI8Dce between providing unbuDdled access
and maintaining the incentives ofincumbent LECs to innovate.

490. Parties generally cIo not identify proprietary concems when access to ca1l-zela1ed
databases is provided via 8lPs. In general, siplinl protocols used to access 'call-rellted
databases adhere to open BeUcore standards. Parties also do'not raise proprietary coneems with
specific call-relatedd~ themselves. Today, lD8Ily separate carriers access incumbent LEe
Toll Free Calling aad LIDD dltlbases for the proper routiDI and billi,ng ofcalls.lJ44 Thus, we
conclude that, in general~ unbundled access to call-related databases does not present proprietary
concerns with respect to section 251(dX2XA). Incumbent LECs may, however, present such
proprietary concerns in the arbitration process with repni to specific databases, and states (or the
Commission acting pursuant to section 252(e)(5» may take action to limit wmecessary access to
proprietary information.

491. We also condude that denying access to call-related da1abues would impair the
ability ofa competing provider to offer services such as Alternative Billing Services and AIN­
based services. AIN-based services represent the cutting edge oftelephone exchange services,
and competitors would be at a significant disadvantage ifthey were forced to develop their own
AIN capability immediately. In addition, the record indicates that deployment ofcall-related
databases in the near term would represent a substantial cost to new entrants. As mentioned
above, incumbent LECs argue that access to certain call-related databases is already

IIC s., e.g., Christine·MagloU, I1(tJnJItItkm I1tdr1:1t1'y Liaison eo-tttee Wratl&r with M«liation Isn., ATIS
News, 3, Vol. 11, No.3, May-June, 1996.

1143 SBC notes that carriers proposing to pin access to its SS7 network and gather information from its SCP must be
certified and enter into conttactual agreements for information access and proper billing. SBC comments at 47-48.

1144 See AT&T July 16 E% Parte.
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competitively available ad therefore they should DOt have to unbuDdIe access to them.ll45 As
discussed above, however, section 2S1(d)(2)(B) would 0DIy relieve an incumbent LEC ofits
unbundling obligation ifother unbundled elements in its network could provide the same service
without diminution ofquality. Because of the absence ofsuch elements, we conclude that a
competitor's ability to provide service would be sipmClDt1y impaired ifit did not have
UDbundled access to incumbeDt LEes' call-related datablles, inc1ucting the LlDB, Ton Free
CaJJjna. and AIN databases for the purpose ofswitch query and database response through the
SS7 netWork.

492. We also conclude that ICCeSS to call·related dltlbues IS discussed above, and
access to the service JD8DIPIDent system discussed below, must bep.rovided to, and obtaiDed by,
requestiDa carriers in a manner that camplies with section 222 oftbe Act. Section 222, which
was effective upOn adopdon,sets out requiremems forpriwcy ofcustomer iDfonnatioD. Section
222(a) provides that all telecommunications CII1'1Ws have aduty10 protect the confidentiality of
proprietary information ofother carriers, including resellers, equipment manufacturers, and
customers. Section 222(b) requires that telecommunications carriers that use proprietary
infOl'JDltion obtained from another telecommunications cani.er in providing any
telecommunications service "shalI·use that infoIlD8tion only for such puzpose, and sba1l not use
such infonDatiOD for its own marketing purposes."1146 Sections 222(c) ad (d) provide protection
for, and limitations on the use ot and access to, customer proprietary aetwork information
(CPNI).1147 We note that we have initiated a proc«dblg to clarifY _ obligations ofcarriers with
regard to section 222(c) and (d).1141

(3) Serviee Manage_eDt Systems

493. Finally, we conclude that incumbent LEes should provide access, on an unbundled
basis, to the service management systems (SMS), which allow competitors to create, modify, or
update information in call-related databases. We believe it is tochnically feasible for incumbent
LECs to provide access to the SMS in the same manner and method that they provide for their

1145 We note that competitive provision ofAIN SCP database services is not evidenced in the record.

1146 47 U.S.C. § 222(b).

='~(~~":::e~~m:==::!:Le~,,-=~~type,
telecommunication emf~~ IDd that is made available to the carrier by the customer solely by virtue ofthe emfer­
customer relationship." 47 u.S.C. § 222(t)(IXA).

II.S.l~onoltltBT~OIU Act of1996: T.01IIlIIfII'IicaOlU Carr;".,' Use ofC'II8tOWle1'
ProprietQiy Network llfffinnotion and other Customer lilfOl'7NJlion, Notice ofProposed R.uJemaJcinc. CC Docket No.
96-115, FCC 96-221 (ret May 17, 1996).
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own access. We find that stJ:h access is necessary for competitors to effectively use call-related
data~ which we have already found to be critical to entry in the local exchange market.

494. Commenters III'gUe that1hey need equal access to incumbentLECs' 8M8s to write
or populate their own information in call-related d"bues. lJ49 As discussed above, information
bound for many call-related databases is entered first at an off-line 8MB, which then downloads
the information to the caJl-relateddatabase for real time use on the network. We find that
competing provider access to the 8MS is teehnically f_ble ifit is provided in the same or
equivalent manner that the incumbent LEC currently uses to provide such access to itself:1150 For
example, ifthe incumbent LEe inputs information iDto the SMS lIIing mapetic tapes, the
competitive carrier must be able to create aDd submit megnetic tapes for the incumbent to input
into the 8MS in the same way the incumbent inputs its own mapetic tapes. Ifthe incumbent
accesses the 5MB tbrough an e1ectroDic interf8cc,1be competitive carrier should be able to access
the SMS tbrouah an equivalent electroDic interface.1151 We:fb:rthei conclude that, whatever
method is used, the incumbent LEe must provide the competiDg cmier with the information
necessary to correctly enter or format for entry the information relevant for input into the
particular incumbent LEC SMS.

495. Specifically with respect to AIN, we find that the record in the Intelligent Networks
proceeding supports access to the SMS.II52 A competing carrier seeking access to the SMS that
is part ofthe incumbent LEe's AIN would do so through the incum~t LEC's service creation
environment (SCE), an interface used to design, create, and test AIN supported services.
Software successfully tested in the SCE is transferred to the SMS, where it is then downloaded
into an SCP database for active deployment on the netwolt. We are persuaded that the risk of
harm to the public switched network from such access to the SMS is minimiml by the technical

II.., AT&T comments at 26; MCI comments at 34-3S.

1150 Many CII'I"ieII cumady sullmitlUChiafanDldon to iDaBbIDt LBCs or third party SMSs. USTN reply at 1-4;
Bell Atlantic comments at Attadtment 3, 16; Gm comments at 40-41 8.61.

liS) For~le, access to the AlN SMS is accomplished through the seE, which is a computer enviroDment for the
design and test ofAlN based services.

1IS1S.1IftelJipntNeIWOt'a, Noticeof~~ FCC kd 6113 (1993), JD tbeJIAllI8nIM.~a
~most iDcambeIlt LBCI~ SWSIICCIIS. GIl C!CWIMItI fa CC"Docbt NO. 91':346 lUI;
~ Central comments in CC~No. 91-346 at 12;=eomlMlliin.CC Doc:btNo. 91-346 at S;

NYNEX commeatsin CC Doc:btNo. 91-346 IU n.3 10-11;~ in CC I>cK*etNo. 91-
346 at 6; Bell Atlantic C(IIDmeatl in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 6. 0dIIl' iDclmI".~~ and
manufaCtwreJl, also SUDPOI'ted SMS access. &e Sian.. COIIIIDfilts in ceDoCket No. -346 at 2' 11A COIIIIDCJlts
in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; MCI COIDDlCIlts in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 10; EricIson~ly in CC Docket No.
91-346 at 2-3. Many MJMM!"1'n .........SMS ICCeII U-1be SCE would mwidi • VIluable0fPC!~
for third parties to creetoaervices. S. GSA commeatl ill CC No. 91-346 at3; SNET mnmentIm CC
Docket No. 91-346 at 2; Siemeaa commeats in CC~No. 91-346 at 2; EricuoD reply in CC Docket No. 91­
346 at 2-3; TIA comments in cc Docket No. 91-346 at 2; MCI comments
in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 10.
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safeperds inherent in the SCE and SMS. As described in MIJIIDC!IdS filed in the Intelligent
Networks docket, competitors accessing the SCE aDd SMS would not communicate ctirectly with
the LEC's database or switch-IIS3 We therefore conclude that such access is technically feasible,
aDd that incumbent LECs IbouId provide feCI1-,. CII'l'iers with the same access to design,
create. test, and deploy AJN-basedservices at the SMS 1bIt tbeiDcumbeDt LEe provides for
itself.ll54 While many incum.bent LEes express c:oIIaDIS with the teclmical feasibility ofaccess
to AIN', we conclude that those coucems deal primarily with the intaCODDeCtioD oftbird party
AIN SCP databases to the incumbent LEC's AIN aad not access to the SCE and SMS.II55

496. We·recopiD.that, a1dlouIh teclmical1y fe8sible, p:ovidiDg DODdiscrimiDato
access to the SMS end SCE for the creation aDd deployment ofAIN services· may require some
modifieatiODS, includina appropriate m.ediatioe. to ecccmnnoda+e such access by recpwting
cmiers. We note that BeUSouth is currentlypI~ to tariffaDd offer such access to third
parties, and other incumbeD:t LEes, includmg BeD Atlantic and Ameritcch, indicate that they
have made siBDifieaat pro..... towards impl__ting sIdt 8CQDSS.I1S6 lbenfore,ifparties are
unable to agree to appropriate UlCdi8tionmecNmjsms 1hrouIh negotiatiODS, we CODChJde that
during arbitration ofsuch issues the states (or the Commission acting pursuant to section
252(eX5» must consider whether such mediation mechanisms will be available and will
adequately protect against intentional or unintentiODl1 misuses ofthe incumbent's AIN facilities.

1153 •Ja1heir ClCB1UIHIIdI, BeIlSouIIa-&BIIl.AtllDtic ........ ~"")lIIOIrideGI''t~__ 'to die
8MB.far third parties. BtU A.-. .pGP.... to b dIvtIop•.4ID1OY AJN I«\ices . CID~ I'IQIMtIt
IIld tIleD subseQuently to allow tlirdTIJlIides 1bemIe1vea to~AIR IirviceIIt a termiba1 either in a BeD AlJIDtic
oftice GI' a third'PIItY oftice. BeD~ '*"'"_in CC DocUtNo. 91-346 It6. BellSoutb~ to permit
third parties to uSe 1fae .-vice !oP= ftlSident em BellSouth's service creation environment to create AIN services.
BeDSOuth update reply in CC DOcbt No. 91-346 at 10.

11541Dcumbent LECs that have ~Ioyed AIN must provide ... teCOIIto~~ that win IIlow them to
develoD call~siqWlicltiODs punuIIlt to thO SlIDe ~_IIII.1be _--.:... --..fLEe uses itIe1f. such u the
time-of-day iDd oriaiDatioa. ofcall~. BeJJSaudls NCIIIdY J!I'CII':OIId service~toprovicle ICctsS to its SCE
and SMS apparsto be III=oftbetype of.....5MB 11M iIIIDI8IM8tLBCI1D1IIt~ to
competitQI'S~~~ Cyt;.F..Itablil1t«lforee.Ud ._1WlSOtItItT~, 1*. 'I
Petitio"for &peaitfid Waiver ofPtII1 691b1les, Public Notice, DA 96-27 (Jan. 17, 1996) (&11Smdh PtII169 Waiver
Petition).

1155 Ofthe three. IJOteDtial POints.. o.f access to AIN~ in 1he Int«l.*p." Networks NPRM... LEe. CCIIDIIlflI1tCI
g~..tbatSMS~·~tbeleutriikOf"'to_""~~~&.BeIl
Atiadc txMI1lD'Jdll in CC Doc:Ilef.No.91-346at6-1"8eIItIWIl,.,. H...ce Doctit){o. 91-346 .12, 13; GTE
com",._ .. in CC Dodtet No. 91-346 It 19,21;NYNii~, 'ill CCDoc:bt No. 91-346 at 3;.P1cTel
com...... in CC DocbtNo. 91-346 at»21; SBC ....... ill ce DocbtNo. 91-346 It51 8; u 8 West
ccnwmts in CC Docket No. 91-346 It52; UIliIId aDd c.n10'"_ ia CC Docket No. yl-346 It 1.
Compedtors also support such access. See MCI Commems It 6; SiemtJIs Comments It2; 11A. Commeats at 2.

1156 iWIsouth PtII169 Wcrtwrr P..... ~j3R)pOIII.........IIeI'IBit1bircl~ to CRIIte IDd

a:~:.=;.~~!!~:::s£~~=
comments in CC Docket No.9 -346 at 6, 8; Ameritech July 17 EX Parte.
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We again encourage incumbent LEes and competitive carriers to participate in industry fora and
industry testing to resolve outstaDdjng mediation concerns.

497. Parties did identify some proprietary CODCeI'DS regarding access to the SCE and
SMS used in the incumbeDt LEe's AIN. Some incumbent LEes conteDd that the interface used
at the SCE is proprietary in nature.llS7 OVNW argues that specific AIN-based services designed
by carriers should be proprietary in nature. lisa Competitors comctly argue that AIN can be used,
not only for telecommunication services traditiODllly supported by the switch, but as a means to
deploy advanced services not otherwiJe possible.IIB We find that cotnpetiDg providers without
access to AIN would be at a sipifieaat clisadvantap to incumbent LEes. because they could not
necessarily offer the same services to the customer. This access will help competing providers
without imposing costs on iDcumbent LaCs because the entrants will pay the cost,l1fO We
therefore conclude, under sectioD 251(dX2)(A), that access to A1N, including those elements that
may be proprietary, is necesSBry for successful entry into the local service·market,

498. Most parties aencnUy did DOt identify proprietary concerns with access to those
SMSs used other than for AIN. Some parties, however, argue that tbere are proprietary
interfaces used to enter information into various datab88es.1161 Con:qJetiDg canias counter that
competitive providers would not need to have dir=t access to the proprietary methods ofdata
entry used by incumbent LECs, and as a result we conclude that the unbundled access to SM8s
used for other than AIN does not present proprietary concerns with respect to section
251(dX2)(A).Il62

499. We also conclude that unbundled access to all SMSs is necessary for a competing
provider to effectively use unbundled call-related datablses. We find that the inability of
competing carriers to use the 8M8 in the same manner that aD incumbent LEC uses to input data
itselfwould impair the ability ofa competing carrier to effectively offer services to its customers
using unbund1ed caU-related databases. Commcm1ln in the record point out that access to call­
related databases alone would not allow the competing carrier to provide such services to its

1157 US West comments at S8 n.124 (for example, BeUSouth WJeS DESIGNqe for such access which utilizes a
proprietary database technology tailored to its Detwork); Bell Atlantic comments at 28-29. .

1IS1 GVNW comments at 30 (incumbent LEes should be able to copyright AIN based services that they create or
incumbents will have much less incentive to develop such services).

1159 AT&T comments at 23-2S; Cable & Wireless comments at 24; MCI comments at 18,33.

lleo See supra, Section vn.

lun AT&T June 13 Ex Parte.

1162 AT&T comments at 26.
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cuswmers without access to III SMS.II63 We alto CODClude that AIN-based services are
important to a new entrant's ability to compete effecdvely for customers with the incumbent
LEe, and in developing new business by introducing new AIN based services. Thus we
conclude that acompetitol:'s abllity to provide service 'WOU14 be sipifieantly impaired ifit did
not have unbundled access to aD incumbent LEe's 8MB, iDcIudiDa access to the SMS(s) used to
input data to the LIDB, ToD Free CaUing, Number Portability aDd AIN calI-re1ated datab8ses.

500. We reject the contention by several incumbent LEes tJ-.t lipaU.. IDd database
access was meant by the 1996 Act to sppIy only to such access lS·is necessary for call routing
and completion. Although the competitive cJlec1ctistfor BOC emry mto in-regioninterLATA
services'under section 271 requires "nondiscrimiDatmy acceI8 to databases and asIOCiated
signaJingnecessary for call routiDg IDdcompletion"II64 1he deftm1i0ll ofa netWork element is
more comprehensive in scope. A netWork element as defined by the 1996 Act includes
"databases" and inparticulat "databases sufficient for bI1Iiag and coDeetkm or WIed in the
transmission, routing, or other provision ofa telecommunications service."1165 We find that the
inclusion of"other provision ofa teleoomm.unieatioDs ssvice" meat Conpess intended the
unbundling ofdatabases to be read broadly and could iDetude databases beyond those directly
used in the transmission or routiag ofa telecommUllicationsservice.

(4) TIdrcl Party CaD-Related Dat&baes

, 501. We find that there is not enough evidence in the record to make a determination as
to the technical feasibility ofinterconnection of third party call-related databases to the
incumbcmt LEe's signalin'g system. Some parties araue tbatsuch interconnection, including the
interconnection of third party AIN SCP datahases, woukIllIow them to provide more efficient or
advanced call processing and services to customers, t1Mnby increasing their ability to compete
with the incumbent LEC. 11&5 AT&T and Mel specifically arpe that it would be technically
feasible for them to interconnect their AIN SCP database to an iDeumbent LEe's AIN for the
purpose ofprovidiDg call processing iDstnlctiODSto the incumbent LEC's switch.1167 Incumbent
LECs contend that such interconnection would leave their switch vulnerable to a multitude of
potential harms because sufficient mediation for such interconnection does not currently exist at

1163 Ericsson comments at 6.

1164 47 U.S.C. § 271(cX2)(BXx).

1t6S 47 U.S.C. § IS3(29).

II"AT&T comments at 23-2S; Cable et W'ueless comments It24; MCI comments It 11,33.

1167 AT&T comments It23-2S; MCI.comments It 18,33.
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the SlP or SCP and has DOt yet been developed.I161 AT&T counters that there is no need for
additional mediation and that sufficient certification andtestiDg ofAIN based services before
deployment in~h a fashion is technically feasible. ll69

502. At this time, in view ofthis record and the record compiled in the Intelligent
Networks docket, we CIDDOt make a detc.rminatien ofthe technical feasibility ofSlKfh
inte:rcoDnection. We do, however, believe that state commiaiODS could find such an
arraDgemmt to be teelmically feasible and we do not intend to preempt such III order1hrough
these mles. The IUiDois Commis$ion recently orderecIlC'*lto incumbent LEes' AIN that does
allow for this type of iDtacoDnection.I170 We inteDd to address this issue early in 1997,either in
the IN docket or in a subsequent phase ofthis proceeding, taking into lCCOunt, inter alia, any
relevant decisions ofstate commissions.1l71

503. We also address the impact on small incumbent LEes. For example, GVNW
asserts that any national rule requiring this form ofinterconnection would require mmy small
incumbent LECs to make uneconomic upgrades oftheir switches in order to accommodate it1172

We have considered the economic impact ofour mles in this section on small incumbentLECs.
Accordingly, we have not adopted any national standards conceming AIN at this time~ We also
note that section 251(t) provides relieffor certain small LECs from our regulations implementing
section 251.

5. Operation Support Systenu

L Baekgrou.d

504. We sought comment, in the NPRM, on whether national requirements for electronic
ordering interfaces would reduce the time and resources required for new entrants to enter and

U.s-u S West comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 73-74, 84; NYNEX comments in CC DocketNo. 91-346
at 14-1S; SBC comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 8-9.

u"s-AT&TInteIII,.,.Networb 1'ropoIol AUIcbment at 2.

u" Rlinois Wholaale Order.

UTI '!'beN are other additiaaal CM"""'Mting iIIIues ttom the I1f11f11l,..", N«worlc.f proceetiing that are not resolved here
including direct access to the SCP aDd Datioaal SlaDdards for .AIR access.

U72 GVNW comments at 30-31.

241



96-325

i

compete in regional markets.l173 We also souaht comment on the unbundJing ofdatabases
generally in our discussion on unbuadJing dstsbale 8Dd signaling systans.1114

b. Commeau

50S. Several DeW enU1ID1I argue that incumbeat LEes sbould be mquired to UDbuDdIe
.access to tbeii "operatiou support systems" aDd "bKt-oftice" databases u netwoIk elements,1115

Parties define operations support systems and back oftice databases pIlIl'a1Iy to include those
systems and databases required for pro-onleriDa, orderiJta, provisioDiDg, maimenaDce 8Dd repair,
and billing.ll16 Several state mmmjpjons report that they have mquired incumbent LEes to
provide access to some oftbe8e systems 8Dd databases.I111 Poteatial competitors argue that,
without such access, incumbent LEes can make it extIetnely difticuIt for them to utilize
unbundled network elements and resold services, thereby severely impairing their ability to
COmpete.ll11 Competitors argue that they should be able to aceesssuch iDcumbent LEe systems
as necessary to receive and input data.1179 Competitors conteDd that such access is required by

1173 NPRM It para. 89.

I174NPRM It paras. 107-114.

1115 ACfA commeDts It 14;ACSlCMIIDIIdsIt42-4~~TSe-F r'lt~t~NI&wclIkExrJwnae
CCIIDIIleIdIIt 5; AT&T commtII1Ilt 33-39; Cable & wirelell CCIIIIIIlIBtIIt »-37;C~UtiliIies CCIIDIIlCDts at 15;
CompTel commeata It 31; GCI COIIIIDeIIIIIt 16; MCI CCIIDlDID1IIt 33; TCC CGIIIID" at 54-60; TeleDort
comments at 38-39; Vartec comments It 6-10 (iDcumbeDt LBCI sbouJd.....1CCeII to the Billing"NllDe and
Address database); WorldCom June 14 Ex Parte at 4-5; CompTel June 14 Ex Parte.

JJ,.S.~ PoIic:y·1DItiIuIe~ It 16; GCI I D ... It 16; MCI ClCM'QIMnIi. 18; NCTA (!OII1ments
at 42;~ comments It 17-18, 41;T~~ .ua-39. Melillo id.d....v_l ..... fftice"

~~~:..~:t=),~s:=u~=rc~~~~
mecblnism to exchaD~ billed mealles such as third-~. coUoct IDCI~ cardi •Telecommunications
MaDagement Netwcri Type Database (TMN). and Number AuignmeDt Da1atiUe. CI July 3 Ex Parte at 2-4.

1177 Tau COIIIJDiuioa CODUIleIl1IIt 19~~~ lad 1I!D8irI); In i.e Petition ofAT&T for the

~:=~~~~~~~=I~=-Void iIIldEstab~ Tarift'Terms,"New Ork Commission Case 94-C-009S and Cue 9 ~S7 (New YOrk
Commission June 25. 1996).

1171 ACSI commeata It 47; AT&T CWIUIM!D1s It 33-39 (an iDc:umbeDt LEes~ coatrol over~
support systems is as formidable an obIade to lDIIbt~ u 1OM' thi DItWcJIt itIeIfj; Cible & Winless
COIDIIleIltS at 36-.37i~s UtWdes CAnJDeata It IS; Coati C08UIHlIdB It 19;~ 00IIUMI!ts It 17-19.22;
Tee comments at:>4-OU (incumbent LEes can block DeW~.by.""to iDII8l1 1Idam~ DCDIiIcrimiDltory
systems" for ordering. jutal1ina. maiDtainiD& repUiQllDd bIJIiIII);T~ comments at 3a:F; CompTel
commeDts at 37-38 [such access is neees11rY for~ to cci8biDe UDbuDdIed network eleaients iDto
~DMIDicatioaa Mrrices ofdwir own~.... oeM [ ¢lilt 7-8 (ocapetitotB will be unable to compete
unless mcumbent LEes provide ICCCSS to biUiDg aDd collection factionS).

11'79 See, e.g.• ACSI comments at 47; MCI comments at 24.
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sections 251(c)(3) and 251(c)(4) as pII't ofthe terms IDd CODditions ofeach section.111O TCC
fmther argues that until such access is in place, incumbent LECs will not have met the
requirements ofeither section 2SI(c)(3) or (c)(4) and therefore BOCs cannot be deemed to have
met the requirements ofsection 271(c)(2XB)(i).1I11

506. In COD.trastt most incumbent LEes que that operltionssupport systems do not
qualify as network elements UDder the 1996 Act.1112 Ameritech argues that competitors have not
demonstrated that they need access·to such systems in order to provide telecommunications
serviceS. II13 Several incumbent LEes usert that an incumbent LEe may negotiate with a
competitor to provide such support services, but1bat the 1996 Act does not requite them to
unbundle these systems as network elements.1I14 Odaerparties argue that such access is not
cummtly technically feasible aDd should·be resolved through the negotildons process. IllS SBC
contends that its provisioning processes are neutral with respect to competing providers of
service and that provisioning for competitors does not take longer than provisioning for its own
~means.1116

507. Several potential local competitors, including most large IXCs, urge the
Commission to require incumbent LECs to provide access to their operation support systems

1110 TCC comments at 56 (section2~~ that UDbuDdled network elemeats be~ at
non~rates, tenDs IDd itiOas, iDd section (eX4)~ that services for resale be P'OVi4ed 1iee of
any "unreasonab e or~ conditions or limjtatioN."); CompTel comments at 37 (Commission should set
an agressive, firm deadline for compliance); Gel comments at 16.

1111 TCC comments at 56-57.

1112 BellSoud:a comments at 45; GTE comments at 44; U S West comments at 48; Lincoln Tel reply at 12-14;
Ameritech..ly at 19-20 (~for .....· ............hi8iD&.porilIiDa"'ImIUJiA&ions__~::'.11
At1aDtic replY at 12-231L15(Jiot~ • .-.vice_.! If.......Uve ODeI'ItIdiD Bell· •
terrjtory witfiout such direct .....); JIeDSouth.reD1Y It24, .....S; . TB J!IIPIy It23; NYNEX II{)ly at 33-34~PIC.

am
Tel

reply at 22 (opaI!ioDs~~not uecliil ibe·DIOViIiQD of......~MI'V1ICO).1.Aa'er
Mic:baeI GlOv.., GeDeral Attorney, BeD AtlIntic, to William. K-..rd, Genenl Counsel, FCC, APril 15, 1996 (Bell
Atlantie Apri115 Ex Parte).

liD Amtritech COJDIIltDtI at 19-20; NYNEX COIDDltIlts at 33-34 (ldmiDiIIndve databases are not used in routing or
completion ofcalls); Bell At1IDtie reply at 14; U S West reply at27.

1114 NYNBX comments at 33-34; Ameritech ~ly at 19-20iLincoln Tel reply at 14 (competitors must provide their
, own ordering systems); Bell AtJIntic April 15 E% Parte at Y.

IllS Lincoln Tel. comments at 9 (re-enJineering cus&om.er .-vice sysIIIDS only for purpose ofsupporting
competitors would be extremely proflfpte); GVNW comments at 10-12.

1116 Letter from Sandra w: Dinctor, Federal~, sse Communications, Inc. to William Caton, Ac:dna
Secretary, FCC, lune 4, I;rr(SBC lune 4 Ex Parte).
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throuah real-time "electroDic iD.ter:fMes" or "electronic boDding.nlll7 AT&T argues that virtually
every incumbent LEe uses automated iDtatices iDtImally to support and coordiDate
functionalities.such as orderina, provisioJiiDa, maintenene'A!, and biUiDg.IIU TCC.upe8 that the
availability ofsuch operational interface standards for extema1 interaction IN limited, and that

. incumbent LEes have powerful disincentives to develop and implement such interfaces in the
abscmce ofclear roles teqUiriDa thcm.1119 Parties COIDIDIIIlted that such interfaces are necessary
so that carriers relying·011 iDtercormection, unbuDdled network eIemeats, or resale from the
incumbent LEe can offer Ileircustomers services oftho same quality as those offeftd by the
incumbent LEC.llllO AT&T araues that inclImbeDt LECs must provide such access for
competitors at the same level ofquality and within the SIDlO intervals as they do for their own
end-users so that customers do DOt "perceive any ditfenuces in the quality ofservice provided by
one carrier as compared to another."1191 Competitors contend that such interfaces need to be
similar to the PIC conversion process, 10 that it is as easy for CODSUIIlCll'S to switch local service
providers as it is to switch interex.cbange carriers.I192 Teleport argues that it would be at a
competitive disadvantage ifit was required to use slower, more expensive manual systems while
the incumbent LEe continued to use its modem and efficient systems.1I93

1117 AcrA comments at 14-1S; ATa:T comments at 33-39; MCI CClIDIDeDts at 33-34;~ CClIIUDeDts at viii, 17-19,
22; Te1eDort comments at 38-39; Texas Commission comments at 19; TeC commeots at S6-S8 Appendix D; ATa:T
reply at~o-21. .

II. ATa:T comments at 36-37.

II_TeC comments at SS.

lito AcrA comments at 14-1S; ATa:T comments at 33-39; MCI commeDts at 33-34; Sprint COIIlIIleDts at viii, 17-19,
22; Teleport comments at 38-39; TCC comments at SS (a competitor must be able to seamlessly deliver services,
add features, and bill "as ifit owned the facilities").

II'. ATa:TcamnwNl_35....TaT·~"a1Ch.""'.=..iI~~__~t
inc~pollt:y_IbIJaC_".~~,. ~& .....Srlicatllld
c.J1wUr~""'6t.~~0rs::=-'~ .. 95F.C.C.2dUI7,113S­
36 (1983)(~""toJlN!!DtBOCl"~~ ..~~ ._h'euaDCe

=O:~~~:"'e:Jo,.T~~~c==:::::=r~
F.C.C. 2d 9S8,. 1026-27 (1986) (requhiaa BOCato~.~mtiilDced .-viceProViders with"~_hly
e~~ "to cmDoI poteDdaI cIiIcriiiaiDIIi" bYl ill favorof"OWD~;iriITcMl
(time~ for mstalJation, maiDteDance, and repair must be 1he same for compedog carritn IS leiBOCs own
otTeriDgs). ,

11ft ACTA COJDDlfIdIIt 16; ATa:T comments at!~~~~Tele>....h It 3,37; TCC cr '1$ at 54 (Mould
be as~ for consumers.. to switdlloc:a1l«Yice pvviucn IS1t is aareatlY to switch lema cfisaIDce providers). See
Letter from MIry Brown, Dinctor~Rates a: Federal ReauJatarY ADalysis, MCI, to W'1lliim Kemuird,
General Counsel, FCC, Mar. 20, 1996 Joint E% PIlI1e) at 6.

11113Te~ comments at 39; flCCordTCC c:ommentB at=~le, an iDcumbeDtLEe could tIltIr its own
service Orders e1eclnJDic:al.ly, butNqUire1be~ to subiDit such orden manually via. multiple page
form faxed or e-mailed to the incumbent for subsequ.eiit processiq).
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508. AT&T and Tee commeoted on AT&T's ex.perience in the Rochester, New York
market as a reseller ofRochester Telephone's services UDder Rochester Telephone's Open Market
Plan.l194 Parties noted that AT&T was required to submit a detailed order form, initially through
a facsimile machjne and later through e-mail, in order to resell Rochester Telephone services.l195

AT&T asserts that it was siping up between one IIId two huDdNd new customers daily and
therefore bad to fax up to 1400 pages daily to Rochester Te1epboDe.1196 AT&T and Tee coatend
that sudl a manual process is clearly discriminatory and in violation ofthe 1996 Act because it
creates additional delay and the potential for human error, resulting in customer
dissatisfaction.1197 Tee argues further that such a disparity in systems allows for the incumbent
LEe to schedule service CQD'tJMDce!Jlent and iuue DeW phone numbers during the initial contact
with a customer, while the competitor, at best, must put the customer on hold while it calls the
incumbent LEe to obtain such information.lUll

509. Several parties que that eledroDic iaterfaces should provide competitors with
transparent access to the ua.dcrlyiDg information l'Ither than the individual databases necessary
for orderiD& and provisioning. iDstallation, maintaumceand repair, recordiDg and billing, aDd
monitoriDg service.11t9 Commenters assert that laqe incumbeDt LEes may have, for example,
certain information necessuy for bilJina, stored among .vemJ. datahues systems, each with
individual operating systems.l200 AT&T asserts that it will be difficult and expensive for a

1194 S. Petition ofRochester Te1eDhone Corp. for AIIDI'OVI1of~~Plan,~ and Order

~
viDg Joint~ andA~ent, Cue 93:e-ol03, Opiiion No. 94-25 (NY Pub. Serv. Comm'n)

ov.lO. 1994 ; 1" the Matt.- ojRiJchater T~hone C ., Petition 'Or' Watwrn to l~ple",ent its Open MarUI
lan, 10 FCC~ 6776 (I99S); see also Big BOys eom:&l1ing, N.~Times. Oct. 19, 1995 at 1.

II", AT&T comments at 34-3S (AT&T had to cOmplete a multi-pile fOlDl for ev~ individual customer tbat wanted
to switch to AT&T and Rochester Tel9hone would not change a customds service until AT&T faxed multiple
documents to it); TeC comments at SS.

II" AT&T commeats at 34 (ATAT esdmeted that fclr -=h customer it ordered.-vices for, it took at 1eIst four
hours for Rochester to complete and respond to AT&'I).

1197 AT&T commeadl at 34 (ATAr....~ the~lems wiIh allllDUl1~were "iDtDlenble" ia the
Rochestermarbt, and woulCf be sipmcantIy mlpified in IIrpr orman heavilypopuI8ted lIaS); TCC COIIIIDI1lts
atSS.

1191 TCC CQIDIIICIPIIt 55-56 (at wont the compeUDg c:arrier must hqup wiIh the customer and call bide liter with
the necessary informatiOl'l).

II" AT&T cxnments It 33-39; T.....UDicIdoas.....Asn comments It 22 n.S2-S3; TCC c:c:IIIIIltIdIlt S6
-S7 (electronic interface ceabilities Ihould allow~ i1Ur Q/ia, to..customer trouble~ obtain
~COIIIIIIitmeats, .....cunoaur._~......~i'"ofl1ltM8 c:cJDditicJIJI didu .-vice);
Uttera-ADtoineae Cook Bush, eo-el, Amcritech to wnu.c...=SIa~FCC, July 14t 1996
(AmeritechJ~ 10 Ex Ptrte). Americec:h qua that. once~~ Ire ia P itwill ()e
UDDeCeIIII)' foi' caniers to provide competitors with direct access to the underlying systems or databases providing
such functions. Id at S.

1200 AT&T comments at 33-39.
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competing carrier to indivkblly access multiple systemIlDd that the difticulty 8Dd expeuse will
be compounded for parties wishiDg to compete in MVen1 incumbent LECs' territories.1201 AT&T
conteDds, therefore, that incumlMmt LEes should create 8Dd deploy a "gateway" to all oftheir
intemal operations support syarms IDd databaIes 10 that acompeting carrier could use one
method ofaccess to the ltIIdcdyiDg informadon." U S West coateDds that competitors must
develop systemI that are compatible with incumbent LEe electronic interfilces 8nd arpes tbat
incumbent LECs should not be requhed to develop individuali- systems for eech competing
carrier.12m

510. Since the passlge ofthe 1996 Act, ImI81 s1ates have proceeded to implement rules
for local competition, several ofwhich include provisions COIlCIDIing electronic iDterfaces.1204

The Georgia Commission ordered BellSouth to establish electrobic opaational interfaces by July
15, 1996, and ordered both incumbent BellSouth and requesting camet AT&T to submit ajoint
report to the comnrission within tirty days COIlCIDIing the imPHmentation schedule aeeessary to
deploy such interfaces.l20S After amotion for reconsider8Iion the Georgia Commission provided
BellSouth with an additioDl1 mmtth to establish these interfaces end added additional deacflines
for the deployment and oparaDOI1 ofsuch interfaces.1206 The IIIiDois Commission ordered.
.Ameritech. and Centel to provide competitors with "aU opIIaticmal interfaces at perity with those
provided their own retIll customers."1207 The LouiJiana Commission has proposed rules on local
competition that require incumbent LEes to deploy systems for competitors that are equivalent

120IId

1202 Id

I2lD LeetII' &am CYndie £by, EDcatiYe DiNctor - Fedenl............" U S West to Robert Taimer, AUOI'Dey
Advisor, FCC, Jufy 9, 1996 (U S West July 9 Ex Parte).

1204 Letter ian Bruce Cox, 0cwtraaIatAffIin·Dnotor ATAT to WiJIiIa CIIaa,~ Sleiiellly FCC .k!lY 11
1"' (AT&TJul.y 11 :&p.,.j. AT&T submiaecI orcteD ormIeI tom eight stldeltUt have tIbD iCtica On die •
issue ofelectronic interfaces. Id

tat Pe&iIioD ofAT&T for the CcnJNgiMt to EIIIIbIiIh .-.......,~T....CawJiIkm IIIddaelDitial
UDbuncfJing ofServic:es, Doc:bt No. 6352-U It 11-12, 15=-CommIWon M.af29, 1996). 11le~
Ccmunillioa ordered BellSouth to esIIb1ish iaterfacea for . 0I'derig, .-vICe~ and~
directory listing and line informatioa dlSlbases, service troUble :repoItiDa.1IIdGaily UIIp dIlL ld It IS.

tat MotiaD for RecoaaidIntloa in Docket No. 6352-U (Gearliao-n...-!U1Y 2, 1~. 1be GeofP .
CnmmiMioD. dincted fhat ........0Dic imIdices must be IbUy opIIltioDaI by the end of 1996, IDe! iIaabIished
March 31, 1997 U ·8Il1bsolute cIeedIiDe. ld

1207 Rlinois JYhoIaaIe Order. The DliDois Commission ordered both iDcum.beat~ to the extent~ could Dot
"fully !IUd immediately" implement operational parity. to submit a plan with specific timetables for achieving
compliance. ld at S1.
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to thoae used by incumbents for their own retail exchange services.1201 Under those rules, such
access must be equal to that provided to 811 incumbent LEes' own personnel.l2G9 The California
Commission adopted interim rules ordering incumbeot LECs to deploy automated On-line
systems for access by competitors.1210 The Indi-. Commission coucluded that a competitor's
ability to utilize "electronic access, technical imedaces, or access to dltablses to place service
on:lers,~ve phone JlUJIlber 1SSipments, receive iDformation necesllary to bill [its] customers
and to inform the incumbent LEe ofeases oftroubleII is essential to the development ofresaJe
competitiOn.1211 IndilDl Oldencl incumbent LEes to provide all operational interfaces at parity
with those the incumbent provides to its own retail customers.1212 The Ohio Camm_on's rules
on local competition.requhe all LEes to provide "noadiIcrimiDato, automated operational
support systems" that support access l»y competing cmiers to such functions as pre-ordering,
ordering, provisioning, repair and maintenance, number assignment, and billing.1213 The
Oklahoma Commission has p1'Op08ed rules that zequ.ire an iDcumbent LEe, to the extent it
provides itself, its aftjJiates or subsidiaries, automated interfaces for the purpose ofservice
ordering, maintenance or repair, to make such interfaces available to competitors.1214

511. A few incumbe.D.t LEes commented on their own efforts to deYelop and implement
electronic interfaces, including development ofa single gateway for competing carrier access.
Ameritech contends that "operational interfaces are essential to promote viable competitive

12lJ9 Id

1210 Order~ RulemakiDg GIl the CommiIsicm's Own MotiGD into ComDetitioD for LocalE.~ Service
R. 95-04-043 and I. 9~.()4.()44(California Commitsim~ 26 1995). The California Commission oRIered sucIi
access for "service onIeriDa IUd JmpIememadaa ....."iq," id. ItAPP-fix E, 14.

1211 In the Malter ofdie1D~~011the CannDi_ioIl's Own MotioD. into Any _ AU Matters ReIltiD& to Local
Telephone Exchange ComvetitioD W'dbin the Sta ofIndjlDl, CauIe No. 39983,1nterim Order on Bundlid Resale
and OCher Issues (Iiidjaaa Commiuion July 1,1996).

1212 Id It49. The Commission also ordered incumbents Ameritech IDd GTE, to the exteDt they contend 1hat (ley
are uubIo to tiIlIy IIId imJnedOet:lu__eDt~.. -&tv, to submita l!NII1'IIehedsive plan with --.1411"
timetables for adJieving compu;:.. ld ...--J-u,7........... ...-""'"

1213 In the Matter ofthe Commission Invesdaation Relative to the Eslablishment ofLocal Exchange Competition
and Other Competitive Issues, Case No. 95~S·TP-cOI (Ohio Commiuicm June 12, 1996).

1214 All Sources~Rules,DocbtN0' RM950000019 (LocalT~oneCom~ (Oklahoma
CommjMicm Man:Ji. 7, l~. 0kIIh0marules clarify that such iIderfaces should DOt competitors to directly
access the incumbent's underlying systems. Id at 79.
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entry."1215 Bell Atlantic states that it curraJtIy provides orderiDB and repair information to DeCs
and is working on implemcmtiDl similIt electrODic intert.:es for competing localcurlers.1216

GTE commented that it supports access to its trouble Mnrinistration iDformItion for AT.iT and
MCI.1217 U S West also supports uouble admiDiIInItion electroDic access for AT&T 8Dd MCI
and is developing access to III ofits operatioDs -wort systems for !XCs.1211 U S West also
states that it expects to build _ such access for IXCI to develop access to meet the needs oflocal
competitors.1219 NYNEX also provides currently for electronic ICCleIS for !XCs to its operations
support systems for presu1Haiption, ordering and·prcMIioDing, trouble admiDistration, and
access billing. l22O NYNEX, which has been ordered by the New York Commission to provide
electrooicinterfaces for local competitors by October 1, 1996,1221 receDtIy proposed to expand
the use ofits current electronic access for !XCs to local competitors.1222

512. Sprint and MCI que that currmt UIe ofe1ectronic iDterJ8ces, including the
Customer Account R.eoord ExcbaDge (CARE) syI8ID usecl by LEes IDC1 !XCs to exchange
subscriber account iDformation electroDically, is evidIDce of the tecbDlca1 feasibility ofelectronic
bonding.l223 TCC urges the Commission to require the provision oftimely and accurate CARE
by all local service providers to all IXCs.1224 Vartee auerts that incumbent LECs and IXCs

1215 Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte.

1216 Letter ftom Pltricia Koch, AaistlDt Vice Pnlident, Fedenl Extemal Affairs aDd~ RelltiODS, Bell
Atlantic, to W"1lliam Caton, ActiD& Secretary, FCC, June 21, 1996 (Bell Atlmtic June 21»& P",,*).

1217 GTE reply at 23 D.31 (GTE provides electroaic hondiq for troUble admiD.iIarIdGa to bo1h AT&T IUd MCI).

1211 Letter ftom CYndie EbY, Executive Director-F.......~ 110 WiUia CItaI, Aotiba~, FCC, June
28, 1996 (U S WesUune 28 Ex Parte). U S West supports a mediated elecb'ODic inteiface tOr IXCs to submit
1roUble reports to U S West. ld

121' U S West July 9 Ex Parte.

:V~~&CorJ:uM:l~~:::'~:'=-=~:=t:=e~'~a
dial up modem, or tbrouah a CUItoma"s [IXC's] netwoIt to allow aetworJe to netwodc CODDeCtivity." ld

1221 Order Declmna Raale Probibitioas Void and Establishinc TIriff'TeIIDS, Cue 94-C-0095, tit. a/, (New Yodc
Commission June 25, 1996).

1222 Letter laD AJIIl (:art, DirecIIr,'edenl~.-., NYNIEX 10~c..,ActiDa Sect*')' FCC
July 17,1996 (NYNEXJuly 17 &P",,*). N\"REXWillpovide~iM""'wid"cC_lOitlDireCt
CuStomer Access System. It is currently testing local service IpPlicBtiOas Wiih potential new eabauts. ld

1223 MCI comments at 18; Spriat cc.meatI at 17; TeC comments at 511L60 (curnatly th«e are approximately 56
million CARE transactions annually).

1234 TCC c:anuMI'I at SI (CARE iIIfclnIaatiGIl includes • cusIlDmer's billina1lelephCllle number, workiDa telephone
number, billing address and service address).
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already share access·to the BilliDg Name and Address (BNA) database.l225 TCC argues that all
localservice providers should be required to C()J1tiDue to support the standanl interface tbat exists
today for IXCs to request BNA information to complete the b.illiDg process for its customers.l226

Inaddition, TCC notes tbat oompeting carriers purcbI';na unbuDdled local switching from the
incumbent LEC will require access to billing data to billlXCs for exchange access.1227

513. Several commenters advocate D8tioDIl standards for electronic intafaces.l221

Ameriteeh asserts that "[t]he ability to do business between multiple local ex¢hange carriers and
incumbent LECs dictates that these electronic iIJterfaces adhere to DatioDll or iDdustry-based
standards where available."1229 Sprint proposes that the Commission NqUire iDdustry to develop .
such standards and incumbent LEes to impIomeDt1boIe stIIIdards within twelve DlOIlths.l23O
AT&T argues that, while industry has primary respoDSibility for developing~ section
2S6(b)(I) establishes an "ovenight"rcsponsibility for die Commission in the development of
such industry standards.I231 American Communicmoaa Services argues that such standards
should conform to Bellcore and ANSI requiremems as well as relevant industIy guideJ.iDes and
manufacturer specifications.l232 Amcritech asserts that, ifan ANSI or other natioDll or industIy­
based standard exi$ts, incumbent LBCsshould have a duty to coDform their electronic iDterfaces
to those standards within a l'08IOD8hIc period oftime.12» Sprint reports tbat iDdusUy has been
workiDa on developiDg staDdards for electronic iIJterfaces in the Electronic Communications
Implementation Committee (ECIC),I234 a working committee in the Telecommunications

1225 VII'teC comments at 1-9.

1226 TCC comments at 51-59.

1227 TCC comments at 59.

1221 AT&T comments at 36-39; Cable & Wueless comments at 36-37; Teleport comments at 31-39.

1219 Ameritech July 10 £% PtlI1e at 5.

I:DO Sprint OOID1JYIltlat 18. s..AT&T CCWIWM'D at 31. At&T..-1MOnmiation tlD direct iDdIIIIrY to
work towards developing such smncIuds. Jeta"for theJrimr_r--'_IDIb itc.... to iDeumbeatLEes
that such standards are a necessary part ofmeeting the requirements ofsections 251(c)(3) and (cX4). ld

1231 AT&T comments at 38.

1232 ACSI CQIJUMIlts It47;..AlDerDch July 10 1:% P..'1t 5. A. ..adds tIIIt 1beteIeo'Mnmun~
industly hu the responsibility to develop its oWn standards 1brougb existing bodies such as ANSI. ld,

1233 Ameritech July 10 £% Parte at S.

1234 Eq:C was fmmerly known as the Electronic Bonding Implementation Team (EDIT) before becoming a worldDg
COIIUIl1ttee ofATIS. .
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Industry Forum ofthe Alliance fur TelecommUDicatiou Industry Solutions (ATIS).1235 The
ECIC defines electroDic boDdiDg as "interactive electroDic information excbage involving
appllcation-to-application communications between telecommunic8doMjuriJdietions"
supponiDa operatiODSt IdmiDiItnItion, mai'*""'ce, aDd proviIioDiDg.l236 The roc has ahady
developed guidelines fur a "Trouble ,Administration" application aad is close to completiDg those
for an "Interexchange Canier/Customer Account Record Exchange" application.1237 A few
incumbent LECs ic1emified the "ElectroniC Data IDWohaDge (BDI)" ltIIIldR·u a potential basis
forelectroDic interfIces.l2JI SewnI parties also C(II1II1N!1'ted that the Ordering Ibd Billing Forum
(OBF) is working on deveIopiDa staDdll'ds for elect10Dic interfaces.J2Jf sse and NYNEX Dote
that HCIC, OBF, EDI IDd the TIMI staadards committeesl:MO _ all working in ccqunction to
develop electronic interfaces for iDter-telecommumcaDODS compmy transactions.I241

514. AT&T II'pes that a D8tional sbDIlfd for electroDic interfaces should provide for a
UDiform method ofaccess to underlying iDformIdoo by competiq carriers to all incumbent
LEes. As envisioned by AT&T, such a gateway woulcI provide tnmspIl'eDt access for all
competiDalocal exchanp providers to iDcumbellt LEe IdministrItive aDd bIck office databases.
Bell Atlantic aDd AT&T1optherape that, giwn "appropriate IJUidaDce from the Commission,
the industry can achieve COD:IeJISUS on sufficient data elemelits aDd formBtdng CODVeDtions to
facilitate that 95% ofall inter-telecommunications company transactions may be processed via

I2JS Leaer ftom Jay Kei1bley. Vice PnIideat, Law et BxtImal AfIiIin. SpriDt. to Wdli8aa F. e-a, AceiDa
8ecnIary. Fcc. JUne 2S. 1996 (SllriDtJuDe 2S Ex P",*). Clll'rBaetive....of1be EClC iDetude: Ameritech,
ATetT; BOU AtIIIltic. BeI1Sou1lL, CiDoinnlti Bell, DSBT. GTE, MCl NYNBX. ObiectiveS~~ ,
~ SyStems, Plcific Bell.Pirelii CIbIe. SNET. Soudlw.....Ben. Sftt. Touchof~ Val.......
TelepDic:s.T~ IIld US West. Id Sa al80 Leaer from ToddS~ Dinctar-Fedeial ReguIatoiy. SBC
Communications to William Caton, Acting Secretary. FCC (July 12, 1996) (SBC July 12 ExParttI).

12M Sprint June 25 Ex PtlI1e.

1237 Sprint June 2S Ex PtIItB. The EClC wm next work OIl a-~~ .1t1auw.tiW

=~,~~~~....CuIlJDmers. ad . BtIJJDa. Id a. tIbO US .. July 9 Ex Perle.

1231 Ameritech July 10 Ex Porte at 5-6. EDI is defined by the TelecommunicatiOllS Industry Forum.ld at 6.

IDlI ATetT comments at 38; BeUSouth reply at 27; A.ID.acb~ 10 ExPilfW at 5. AD eleclroaic~
iDterface could be baled. tile .....M'Yice~ iyOBF. BiDiaa: iDfonIIItiaa. could be ex
via 1he"ex~ meaap iDterface" or the -exmanp m record" also de&ecI by OBF. Ameritech July 0
Ex Parte at 5-6.

1240 TIMI is a standards c:ommittee under the TI Telec:o~lIl1miCltiOllSc:ommittee, and is a part ofAnS.

1241 SBC July 12 Ex Parte; NYNEX July 17 Ex Parte.
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