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will not provide significant benefits to third parties because of the limitations inherent in the
service creation parameters established by the LECs. '

474, Several parties argue that incumbent LEC SCP databases and AIN triggers in the
incumbent LEC switch should be unbundled for a requesting carrier.'®® Most incumbent LECs
argue that sufficient mediation needs to be developed and implemented before any third party
interconnection to AIN will be technically feasible.!® Some parties, however, counter that there
is sufficient screening in the STP and that incumbent LECs should be required to accept AIN
signaling messages from competitors' AIN SCP databases without additional mediation.'*®
AT&T argues that the refusal to carry AIN messages prevents competitive carriers from offering
the same advanced AIN and CLASS services as the incumbent.!® AT&T further contends that
mediation will not be necessary, because just as carriers are certified before interconnecting with
other carriers' SS7 networks, carriers can be certified for AIN./? Some competitors argue that a
short transitional period of mediated access could be established to allow time for the adoption of
standards to ensure network integrity, but only if incumbent LECs were required to use the same
mediated access.!*®*

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

1%7 AT&T comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 5-11 (competitors would be restricted to the particular LEC's AIN
architecture and software platform, mmmdapbmmquuemm),m
ﬁ%mu%cgm 0. 91-346 at 2; Ad Telecommunications U Comm:tteecommemsmCCDocket
0. 91- -9,

108t Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee comments at 17; GCI at 12; Louisiana Commission at 5; LCI
comments at 18,

109 BeliSouth comments at 47. Medmionnfmtoaddmomlmmmgwﬁwmordewmtoprevmtmcormctor
unacceptable AIN messages from reaching the switch or SCP database. Id

1% ACTA comments at 21 (mediation devices will increase post dial uzniﬁcantly competltms
)CompTelccmmm(aMS(s:?szl odli lﬁ:ﬁy telocommunications %
medmﬁmformesuogm clements e well . isno

19 AT&T at 20 that such a refusal violates the ent of section 251 for interconnecti
olljust’repl:v' (mins plaaer’y requirement of section 251(c)2) for in on

‘mSuIMmCCDocketNo 91-346 from Bruce Cox, Government Affairs Director, AT&T, to William F.
Secretary, FCC, Aug. 21, 1995 MT&TIMWNmbPropwaOAmchmmtatZ but see

PacTel oompetimlﬁommdingmusmessagestommcumbent
ﬁ%@whchomﬂdhadtommmeshuum«‘smormm
1093 Cable & Wireless comments at 25; MCI comments at 36; ACSI comments at 44,

226



Federal Communications Commission 96-325

for calls to or from its own customers.'® AT&T argues that this would allow it to offer different
services to the customer than does the incumbent LEC, which would increase competition in the
local exchange market.'® Ericsson admits 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.'® Incumbent LECs, manufacturers and other
parties argue that it is not technically feasible for a competing provider to connect its own
alternative call processing database to the incumbent LEC signaling network.!® Many parties,
including virtually all incumbent LECs, argue against allowing a competing carrier or reseller to
connect its own alternative call processing database directly to the incumbent LEC's SS7 network
because of the network reliability and security issues it creates.!® These parties warn that
requiring such unbundled access to AIN could make an incumbent LEC's switch vulnerable to
inappropriate routing and billing instructions from the competitor's SCP.!® BellSouth argues
that the Intelligent Networks docket supports a finding that this type of AIN unbundling is not
technically feasible."'® Sprint contends that it could not forecast capacity needs for a competing

‘”‘ACI‘Acommcmsatzl AT&TcommemsatB-zs Cable & Wireless comments at 24; MCIcommentsatls 33
éﬁ%mﬁsu mmannecnmu ﬁn%fthe Informmonlndnst?
e #026 Task Force on Long pTel comments at 44; AT&T reply at 19-20

1% AT&T comments at 23-25. AT&Tadmxtsﬂntdmamgementwwld enmers
ex%mded Tmlm message set for AIN call ng:s :mydeﬁnedby
it is the refusal of incumbent preventsltsdeployment. Id

10% Ericsson comments at 6.

19%7 Sprint comments at 41 (there are t network reliability issues involved with introduci athnrdparty
dmbpggtoanSMnetw Snemmnﬁ interconnection of athird-pn‘tymg

incumbent LEC's si more deve t m’ll needed for routing,
resouioe CODtEa i ovLITia control fostar Instaction od bilng m‘“&‘ﬁm
arrangement); Ericsson comments at 6 (interconnection ow

System might promote com, hutlheu
become technically feasible); Teleport comm:is -38.

Bcllﬂomhcommem M(huoduﬁon incymbent signaling system
cnmthe %# eﬁcmna
(record in DoehtNoM-mis f
interconmection of

thxmctyduﬂmu w comments at 41 (cannot test
for system validation hmmwﬁm)Tehpmmn € comments at 30-31 (such
interconnection must be mediated to protect both from incorrect SS7 messages).

toadch'essbe mchaschemecould

19% BellSouth comments at 46; Ericsson comments at 6; TCG comments at 37-38; GTE at21-22(th'nd-pn-ty
access to AIN triggers uchmallyfmihl wi&mnmedilﬁonbemseofnctwmk and service

issues); Teleport comments at 37-38; bt see Cable & Wireless comments at 24 bent arguments
concerning network integrity are ous to AT&T arguments in Carterfone that non-Bell System equipment
could cause malfunctions in the network).

1% BellSouth comments at 45-46 (areas still needing resolution include protocol screening,

resource contention, overload control, feature interaction -d mwnm
No. 91-346ﬂ-omeW Dwisioanrw AT&T, and Dec o mjpm Fodm}
Networks J” bint Repor?). “The ATET- BellSmhlnzemgmfv" s Joint Report detailed the results of e
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carrier's alternative database in order to identify its own network capacity requirements.!'%!
GVNW adds that any national rule requiring such a form of interconnection would require many
small incumbent LECs to make uneconomic upgrades of their switches in order to accommodate

it.llm

476. Many parties conterd that further testing of AIN is needed before further access and
interconnection between carriers can be considered technically feasible.!'® Most of the BOCs
support a two year testing plan for the industry to further investigate issues relating to AIN
before moving forward to third party interconnection.!'* Several parties, however, urge the
Commission to reject the LECs' proposed Intelligent Networks testing plan, argue that it is not
necessary to ensure network integrity and that it is inconsistent with the 1996 Act.!'® Parties
opposed to the LECs' testing plan assert that it is vague and revisits work that has already been
done in existing industry fora.''® Supporters of the LECs' testing plan, however, counter that
they are willing to consider working within existing industry fora.'"”” 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

laboratory-to-laboratory test concerning the interconnection of an AT&T SCP to BellSouth's SSP. Id.
110! Sprint comments at 41.
1182 GVNW comments at 30-31.

116 Bell Atlantic comments at 29 n.10; BellSouth comments at 47; Ericsson comments at 6-7; GTE comments at 42;
GVNW comments at 32; meolnTel.oommentuth SBCeommennat“ U S West comments at 58.

1104 Boj] ic comments at 29 n.10; BollSanhcomuﬂ GTE comments at 42; Linooln Tel. comments at
; at 44 { ccbwhmo 91-346

SBC Communications, Inc., to
Intelligent Networks .Winm Proposal are Bell Atlantic, GTE, PacTel, SBC snd U
S West. Othermcmnbent the LEC Proposal, but not currently "active” inchude BellSouth, Lincoln
Tel., SNET, and Sprint.

;;C.:ble&Wirelesscommma% MCI comments at 36-37. See also AT&T update comments in Docket 91-

119 MCI comments at 36-37; but see GTE reply at 22 (testing is necessary and is not intended for delay).

1197 Letter in OC Docket No. 9:-346mm Communications, to
William FCC, 1
Caton, Acting Secrotary, May22, %m :ﬁMcriiuwm) SBC contends

that the Joint LEC ior assertions that ATIS
sponsoredformsweremeﬂ'ecﬁvemaddmmg Idat i
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allowing for the need for further testing, advocate imposing a mandatory time limit on the
resolution of the outstanding mediation issues for unbundled access to AIN.!!%

477. Some commenters believe that a Commission order to unbundle AIN functionalities
would satisfy the objectives of the Intelligent Networks proceeding.!!® AT&T asserts that, if
unbundled signaling explicitly includes the exchange of AIN signaling messages between
incumbent LEC switches and 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 proceeding.'!* SBC,
however, urges the Commission not to merge the Jntelligent Networks proceeding into this
docket. 1111

c. Discussion

478. In the interconnection section above, we conclude that the exchange of signaling
information between LECs necessary to exchange traffic and access call related databases was
included within the interconnection obligation of section 251(c)(2).!'? Thus, notwithstanding
any obligations under section 251(c)(3), incumbent LECs are required to accept and provide
signaling in accordance with the exchange of traffic between interconnecting networks. We
conclude that this exchange of signaling information may occur through an STP-to-STP
interconnection.

(1)  Signaling Links and STP

479. We conclude that incumbent LECs, upon request, must provide nondiscriminatory
access to their signaling links and STPs on an unbundled besis. We believe it is technically
feasible for incumbent LECs to provide such access, and that such access is critical to entry in
the local exchange market. Further, the 1996 Act requires BOCs to provide "nondiscriminatory
access to databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion” as a

11%% Cable & Wireless comments at 25; MCI comments at 36 (; ing that the Commission refer outstanding
mmmmmmewmmm ndﬁnnlhouldmonm
mmemplemmuumofmwthemmmgmtafacepomnsaccomphshedwnhmslxmond:sofgendof
an initial negotiation or arbitration process).

1109 AT&T comments at 25 n.29; Cable & Wireless comments at 26.
110 AT&T comments at 25 n.29.
"1 SBC comments at 46 (arguing that record in CC Docket No. 91-346 is already complete).

112 See supra, Section IV. We em mmSecnonVJ4c(4),suchexchmgeofnmlmgmformatwndoesnot
include the exchange of AIN s information networks for
the incumbent LECS swmhﬁmammsscm, the purpose of providing AIN messages to
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precondition for entry into in-region interLATA services.!"'* Thus, it appears that Congress
contemplated the unbundling of signaling systems as network elements.

480. We conclude that access to unbundled signaling links and STPs is technically
feasible.! The majority of commenters, including incumbent LECs, agree that it is technically
feasible to provide unbundled access to signaling links and STPs.!""* Parties note that incumbent
LECs and signaling aggregators already provide such access.'''® In addition, several state
commissions already require incumbent LECs to provide unbundled elements of SS7
networks.!!!” Because of the screening role played by the STP and associated network reliability
concerns that were raised in the record, however, we do not require that incumbent LECs permit
requesting carriers to link their own STPs directly to the incumbent's switch or call-related
databases.!!!’* We take a deliberately conservative approach here because of significant evidence
in the record and we note that mere conclusory objections to technical feasibility would not alone
be sufficient evidence.

481. Under section 251(d)}(2)(A), the Commission must consider whether access to
proprietary network elements is necessary.!!'* Commenters did not identify proprietary concerns
with signaling protocols for the SS7 network.!'® Moreover, in general, SS7 signaling networks
adhere to Bellcore standards, rather then LEC-specific protocols and provide seamless

113 47 U.S.C. § 271{c)2XBXx). See aiso statoment of Sen. Pressier, noting that "access to signaling and dstabases
[is] mpm'mtgfyou(az'(ezgig(g%o eompeteandvget into the market." 141 Cong. Rec. S81 3m 1995).

1114 As discussed infra, we conclude that it is not foasible t0 unbundle the SCP from its associated STP,
mm»amWMMmmmwmm»sm. We

emphasize that we take this conservative course here because in the record and note that mere
conclusory objections to technical feasibility will not be considered sufficient evidence of such.

115 See, e.g., AT&T comments at 23; TIA comments at 14; U S West comments at 48; PacTel reply at 21-22.
111 See, e.g., BellSouth comments at 43; GVNW comments at 29; NYNEX comments at 71; USTN reply at 1.

Y7 See, e.g., Colorado Commission comments at 24; Michigan Commission comments at 12; Texas Commission
comments at 19.

118 See, ag.,Ama'itecheommmatSO;BellAﬂmﬁccanmenuat27;MCIoommentut34-35;Smeommls
at 40. We note, however, that we do not preempt those state commissions that have required incumbent LECs to do
so. See Illinois Wholesale Order.

11247 U.S.C. § 251(dX2)A).

}‘”AT&TﬁwMﬁmmmmim information jssues because information is ted in the
incumbent LEC's switch and is provisioned entirely by the incumbent LEC. AT&T comments at 26.
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interconnectivity between networks.!!?! Thus, we conclude that the unbundling of signaling links
and STPs does not present proprietary concerns with respect to the incumbent LEC.

482. Under section 251(d)X2)(B), the Commission must consider whether "the failure to
provide access to such network elements would impair the ability of the telecommunications
carrier seeking access to provide the services that it seeks to offer."!!2 Access to signaling
systems continues to be a critical element to providing competing local exchange and exchange
access service. The vast majority of calls made over incumbent LEC networks are set-up and
controlled by separate signaling networks. Incumbent LECs argue that access to signaling
systems and associated databases is already available from other providers and therefore, they
should not have to unbundle them for access by competitors.'? As discussed above, section
251(d)X(2)(B) only relieves an incumbent LEC of its unbundling obligation if other unbundied
clements in its network could provide the same service without diminution of quality. Because
alternative signaling methods, such as in-band signaling, would provide a lower quality of
service,!'* we conclude that a competitor's ability to provide service would be significantly
impaired if it did not have access to incumbent LECs' unbundled signaling links and STPs.

483. The purchase of unbundled elements of the SS7 network gives the competitive
provider the right to use those elements for signaling 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 LEC's SS7 network is
interconnected. When a competitive provider purchases unbundled switching from the
incumbent LEC, themcumbentLECmustprowdenondncnmmﬂoryaccesstonts SS7 network
from that switch in the same manner 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

12! A fow commenters urge that we prohibit incumbent LECs frem taking a proprietary interest in signaling
Mmmnﬁumm.mmmmmemm ing necessity for open
mmngnﬂmgm maintain the seamless nationwide "network of networks.” See Frontier comments at
16 n.31; Wyoming ion comments at 24.

112 47 U.S.C. § 251(d)X2)(B).

1D See, gg,BellAﬂanﬁccommemsatZ?-zs BellSouth comments at 44; GTE comments at 40-41; NYNEX
comments at 71.

1124 SS7 network
n b“valznalmgns M“memmmofmodanﬂmmnﬂmmmdbwmw

host of new services, AT& comments at 23 likeCallmgNumber cation
g er ID) an CJNameIdennﬁcaum,aswellasmhmeedullm- functions and such Custom
and Return Call, would be unavailable without SS7 capabilities. Bell Atlantic comments at
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of their switches via a signaling link between their switch and an incumbent LEC's STP.!!*
Competitive carriers should be able to make this connection in the same manner as an incumbent
LEC connects one of its own switches to the STP. This could be accomplished by the incumbent
providing an unbundled signaling link from its STP to the competitor’s switch or by a competitor
bringing a signaling link from its switch to the incumbent LEC's STP.

(2)  Call-Related Databases

484. We conclude that incumbent LECs, upon request, must provide nondiscriminatory
access on an unbundied basis to their call-related databases’? for the purpose of switch query -
and database response through the SS7 network.!'*” Thus, for example, we find that it is
technically feasible for incumbent LECs to provide access to the Line Information Database
(LIDB), the Toll Free Cailing Database and Number Portability downstream databases.!'* The
vast majority of parties, including incumbent LECs, agree that it is technically feasible to provide
access to the LIDB and the Toll Free Calling databases at an STP linked to the database.!!?
Several state commissions also report that they have ordered incumbent LECs' to provide such
access to the LIDB and the Toll Free Calling databases.!!* We require incumbent LECs to
provide this access to their call-related databases by means of physical access at the STP linked

13 Comy ahmﬂdbeablemmmmekm to the incumbent LEC' in an

W manmer Compatirs mey bring & M-A-mmmm'#&“m LECs
STP to connect their tandem switches to incumbent LECs' STPs. AT&T
commem:at24n.2 mightalsolmkﬂleirswmhtoﬂleuownS‘l'P and then connect to an incumbent

LEC'sSTPvmaslgnalmg

1126 Call-related databases are those SS7 databases used for billing and collection or used in the u:nsmusnon,
routing, or other provision of a telecommunications service.

"”Quaymdmpmmmacﬂkmlmddmhxummnqmthcmqmbmm to provide

access to its call-related databases % eanpeﬁngprovndefsmitd:(inclnding use of

unbundled swi wmtheall- mppomdby database. The incumbent LEC

%mm access to that necessary for the competing provider to provide such services as are supported
¢ database.

:dATﬂM tlutforLIDBmdeﬁsms have addressed. Lmrﬁ'omll?::nWeis.Dmﬂm
re issues
"ﬁ?“%mmmﬁ’ FCC,I 16, 1996 (AT&TJuly 16 Ex Parte). Bell Atlantic
meroonnecnonf databases. Bell Atlantic comments at 2. Number
mPartSlofwrrulsu by this Order. Snlndnmof

el N ber Portability Filstchort d Order and Further Noti Rul Docket N
um an ce 0! emaking, CC
95-116, FCC 96-286 (rel. July 2, 1996) >

3 Sep ¢.g., Ameritech comments at 47; AT&T comments at 24; ALTS comments at 31; GTE comments at 40;
MCIoommensu34-35 NYNEXcommeatsaﬂl U S West comments at 48.

1% Louisiana Commission comments at 5; Michigan Commission comments at 12; PacTel comments at Appendix
A, 7 (California Commxsslonhasmqumdsuch access).
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to the unbundled database. We find 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
associated STP. We note that the overwhelming majority of commenters 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 call-related database.!'*! Parties argue that the STP is designed to
provide mediation and screening functions for the SS7 network that are not performed at the
switch or database.!!*> 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 commenters also identified access to call-related databases used in the
incumbent's AIN to be critical to fair competition in the local market,!'** and some state
commissions have ordered incumbent LECs to provide access to AIN databases.!!> We
conclude that such access is technically feasible via an STP for those call-related databases used
in the incumbent LEC's AIN.!!3 First, of course, when a new entrant purchases an incumbent's
local switching element it is technically feasible for the new entrant to use the incumbent's SCP
element in the same manner, and via the same signaling links, as the incumbent itself. Thus, we
find no technical impediments in the record with regard to such access when a requesting carrier
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.!'*
Other potential local competitors present additional evidence supporting the technical feasibility

113! See, e.g., Sprint comments at 40; AT&T reply at 19-20 n.32.
1132 See, e.g., GTE comments at 40; USTA comments at 36.

1133 Cable & Wireless comments at 24; Citizens Utilities comments at 15; MCI comments at 32-33; TIA comments
at 14; CompTel comments at 43; AT&T comments at 23-26.

114 Louisiana Commission comments at 5; Wyoming Commission comments at 23-24; see also Illinois Wholesale

1135 AT&T commeants at 23-26; CompTel comments at 43; MCI comments at 36; Letter from Wi B
Re%ﬂﬂory Affairs and Public Policy, SNET to William éaﬁon, Acting Secretary, FCC, Jul 23,?&6 gﬁml'fn??
23 Ex Parte); AT&T hily 16 Ex P:ry'te. g Y ¢ y

13 SNET July 23 Ex Parte; Letter from Stephen Kraskin, Illuminet to Office of the Secretary, FCC Jul
23, 1996 (USTN July 23 Ex Parte). s e Y
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of such access.!?” Unlike the situation where a competitor's SCP would control the incumbent's
switch (which is discussed below in section V.1.4.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 reliability concerns with regard to such
control.*® Further, like the software resident in a switch, the incumbent LEC's applications
resident in an SCP are merely part of the overall software and hardware making up the SCP
facility. Thus, catnexspmehasingaccessunderenhersoemﬁoabovemayuseﬂxemcumbwfs
service applications in addition to their own.!®

488. Although we conclude that access to incumbent AIN SCPs is technically feasible, -
weagreemthBeﬂSou&tbnsmhmssmayptumttheneedfmmediaummwhammsm
among other things, protect data in incumbent AIN SCPs and ensure against excessive traffic
volumes.!™ In addition, there may be mediation issues a competing carrier will need to address
before requesting such access.'*! Accordingly, if parties are unable to agree to appropriate
mediation mechanisms through negotiations, we conclude that during arbitration of such issues
the states (or the Commission acting pursuant to section 252(e)(S5)) must consider whether such
mediation mechanisms will be available and will adequately protect against intentional or
unintentional misuse of the incumbent's AIN facilities. We encourage incumbent LECs and
competitive carriers to participate in industry fora and industry testing to resolve outstanding

‘3‘;" See AT&T July 16 Ex Parte; see also AT&T comments at 23-26; CompTel comments at 43; MCI comments at

""SnAT&TJulylGExM AT&TMMMMG% ility problems would be created
thatlmrenotnlrea%‘e molvedbyﬂ:osemmbent whohavepmposedSMSuceessfor
third parties in lligent Networks proceeding.

13 See infra, Section V.1.4.c.(3) on unbundled access to the incumbent LEC's SCE and SMS.

m:rcc,mmmmm cﬁmmmmmau&%
interconnection arrangement, netw hmy

ccng:n:, from BellSouth's pmu:ve,would

be limited to i mocuﬁedwhhhﬁcmmlfamt '
mw%mmm CC,MU 1msgrwmylwzpm) volume of

qummtﬁomthe@ECSSP!mhch]couldover
that CLEC, - services which may operate on the LEC': Mulieri,
-FCC Relmons, Bell Atlantic to Robert S. Tanner, Attorney
m 18 Ex Parte : Am«ﬂ:eneedformm:z 5 ocilﬁatimofmm:ion
LEC's database. BellSouth arte. IwnbntLEClemm

pmeeodingmdmﬂlemdodm focus on the need for mediation to prevent a '
dmlgmappropnm information to the incumbent LEC's switch (see infra Vl4c64g)

PacTel comments at 61-62; BellSouth comments at 45-46; BellAtlmacommmatAppende 18-19, West

commeats in OC Docket No. 91-346 at 73-74, 84; NYNEX comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 14-13; SBC

comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 8-9.

1141 Mediation be necessary for requesting carriers to ensure that inadvertent feature interactions, netw
lpmagementc%lmdctmerpﬁvacymmsdonotmﬁommchm Seee.g., Amemech.lulynEx
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mediation concerns.!? Incumbent LECs may establish reasonable certification and testing
programs for carriers proposing to access AIN call related databases in a manner similar to those
used for SS7 certification. '

489. We recognize that providing unbundled access to AIN call-related databases at cost,
and in particular providing access to the incumbent LEC's software applications that reside in the
AIN databases, may reduce the incumbent's incentive to develop new and advanced services
using AIN. In the near term, however, requiring entrants to bear the cost of deploying a fully
redundant network architecture, including AIN databases and their application software, would
constitute a significant barrier to market entry for competitive carriers. As local service markets
develop, however, competition may reduce the incumbent LEC's control over bottleneck
facilities and increase the importance of innovation. In those circumstances it is important that
incumbent LECs have the incentive to develop unique and innovative services supported by AIN.
Therefore at a later date, we will revisit the proper balance between providing unbundled access
and maintaining the incentives of incumbent LECs to innovate.

490. Parties generally do not identify proprietary concemns when access to call-related
databases is provided via STPs. In general, signaling protocols used to access call-related
databases adhere to open Bellcore standards. Parties also do not raise proprietary concerns with
specific call-related databases themselves. Today, many separate carriers access incumbent LEC
Toll Free Calling and LIDB databases for the proper routing and billing of calls."'* Thus, we
conclude that, in general, unbundled access to call-related databases does not present proprietary
concerns with respect to section 251(d)(2)(A). Incumbent LECs may, however, present such
proprietary concerns in the arbitration process with regard to specific databases, and states (or the
Commission acting pursuant to section 252(e)(5)) may take action to limit unnecessary access to
proprietary information.

491. We also conclude that denying access to call-related databases would impair the
ability of a competing provider to offer services such as Alternative Billing Services and AIN-
based services. AIN-based services represent the cutting edge of telephone exchange services,
and competitors would be at a significant disadvantage if they were forced to develop their own
AIN capability immediately. In addition, the record indicates that deployment of call-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

1142 See, e.g., Christine Information Industry Liaison Committee Wrestles with Mediation Issues, ATIS
News, 3, \;ol. 11, No.3, -June, 1996. " n on

114 SBC notes that carriers proposing to gain access to its SS7 network and gather information from its SCP must be
certified and enter into contractual agreements for information access andptgb.grbilling. SBC comments at 47-48.

114 See AT&T July 16 Ex Parte.
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competitively available and therefore they should not have to unbundle access to them.!'S As
discussed above, however, section 251(d)(2)B) would only relieve an incumbent LEC of its
unbundling obligation if other unbundled elements in its network could provide the same service
without diminution of quality. Because of the absence of such elements, we conclude thata
competitor's ability to provide service would be significantly impadred if it did not have
unbundled access to incumbent LECs' call-related databases, including the LIDB, Toll Free
Calling, and AIN databases for the purpose of switch query and database response through the
SS7 network.

492. We also conclude that access to call-related databases as discussed above, and
access to the service management system discussed below, must be provided to, and obtained by,
requesting carriers in a manner that complies with section 222 of the Act. Section 222, which
was effective upon adoption, sets out requirements for privacy of customer information. Section
222(a) provides that all telecommunications carriers have a duty to protect the confidentiality of
proprietary information of other carriers, including resellers, equipment manufacturers, and
customers. Section 222(b) requires that telecommunications carriers that use proprietary
information obtained from another telecommunications carrier in providing any
telecommunications service "shall use that information only for such purpose, and shall not use
such information for its own marketing purposes.”!'* Sections 222(c) and (d) provide protection
for, and limitations on the use of, and access to, customer proprietary network information
(CPNI)."” We note that we have initiated a proceeding to clarify the obligations of carriers with
regard to section 222(c) and (d).'4

(3)  Service Management Systems

493. Finally, we conclude that incumbent LECs 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 technically feasible for incumbent
LECs to provide access to the SMS in the same manner and method that they provide for their

145 We note that competitive provision of AIN SCP database services is not evidenced in the record.
1146 47 U.S.C. § 222(b).

"7 Section 222(f)(1) defines CPNI as "information that relates to technical configuration, type,
dsunmm,md%&mtofuseofatehcommmmm m any customer of a ype
telecommunications carrier, and that is made available to the carrier by the customer solely by virtue of the carrier-
customer relationship.” 47 U.S.C. § 222(f1)A).

;:'Snlmplmua!ian of the Tclag;unmicgim Actl ’qyt: 1996: Tcl&cammafljcaﬁm Carriers’ Use of Customer
other Customer Informati otice o Docket No.
96-115, FCC 96-221 (rel. May 17, 1996). o Proposed Rullemaking. OC °
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own access. We find that such access is necessary for competitors to effectively use call-related
databases, which we have already found to be critical to entry in the local exchange market.

494. Commenters argue that they need equal access to incumbent LECs' SMSs to write
or populate their own information in call-related databases.'' As discussed above, information
bound for many call-related databases is entered first at an off-line SMS, which then downloads
the information to the call-related database for real time use on the network. We find that
competing provider access to the SMS is technically feasible if it is provided in the same or
equivalent manner that the incumbent LEC currently uses to provide such access to itself.!'*® For
example, if the incumbent LEC inputs information into the SMS using magnetic tapes, the
competitive carrier must be able to create and submit magnetic tapes for the incumbent to input
into the SMS in the same way the incumbent inputs its own magnetic tapes. If the incumbent
accesses the SMS through an electronic interface, the competitive carrier should be able to access
the SMS through an equivalent electronic interface.!'s! We further conclude that, whatever
method is used, the incumbent LEC must provide the competing carrier 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.!'2 A competing carrier seeking access to the SMS that
is part of the incumbent LEC's AIN would do so through the incumbent 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 network. We are persuaded that the risk of
harm to the public switched network from such access to the SMS is minimized by the technical

149 AT&T comments at 26; MCI comments at 34-35.

1152 Many carriers currently submit such information to incumbent LECs or third party SMSs. USTN at 1-4;
Bell Atlantic comments at Attachment 3, 16; GTE comments at 40-41 n.61. reply

11! For example, access to the AIN SMS is accomplished through the SCE, which is a computer environment for the

design and test of AIN based services.
""Snbmllimth,NoﬁoeomeponanhndﬂleGCRcd&B 1993). In the / Networks
m%mostincmhmwcs SMS access. See GTE comments CC)'DocketNo.M- at2l;
Central comments in CC No. 91-346 at 12; T comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at §;
346 8t 6 mui“u.‘i&“?fmmﬁ‘?:'c?}s&“a“ﬁ“?i%‘;s Olnrgﬂs,l mm:;ﬁ pomﬂincc mpmmgl&m
2 c 0. 91-346 at 6. i i i eti
gmnuﬁonmrs,alsosuﬁomdSMSmss.SaSimmcomdmsin Docket No. 91-346 at 2; TIA comments
in CC Docket No. 91- 6at2;MCIcmnmthCDocketNo.9l-346atlO;EricasonnplyinéCDocketNo.
91-maz-3.mmmmummsmwscsm ide a valuable opportunity
for third to create services. See GSA commeats in CC No. 91-346 at 3; SNET comments in CC
Docket No. 91-346 at 2; Siemens comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; Ericsson 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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safeguards inherent in the SCE and SMS. As described in comments filed in the Intelligent
Networks docket, competitors accessing the SCE and SMS would not communicate directly with
the LEC's database or switch.!!®®* We therefore conclude that such access is technically feasible,
and that incumbent LECs should provide requesting carriers with the same access to design,
create, test, and deploy AIN-based services at the SMS that the incumbent LEC provides for
itself.!** While many incumbent LECs express conoerns with the technical feasibility of access
to AIN, we conclude that those concerns deal primarily with the interconnection of third party
AIN SCP databases to the incumbent LEC's AIN and not access to the SCE and SMS.!'*#*

496. We recognize that, although technically feasible, providing nondiscriminatory .
access to the SMS and SCE for the creation and deployment of AIN services may require some
modifications, including appropriate mediation, to accommodate such access by requesting
carriers. We note that BellSouth is currently prepared to tariff and offer such access to third
parties, and other incumbent LECs, including Bell Atlantic and Ameritech, indicate that they
have made significant progress towards implementing such access.!' Therefore, if parties are
unable to agree to appropriate mediation mechanisms through negotiations, we conclude that
during arbitration of such issues the states (or the Commission acting pursuant to section
252(e)(5)) must consider whether such mediation mechanisms will be available and will
adequately protect against intentional or unintentional misuses of the incumbent's AIN facilities.

NS In their BellSouth and MMWhmMmmormehﬁe

oomments,
SMS for third parties. Bell Atlantic proposes to first develop aod
and then sul m« toallawthird themselves to create mhuuawmhdemhanellnm
office ora ic comments in CC Dacket No. 91-346 at 6. BellSouth pmutopmmt
third parties to use eurvioelogxcmndmtonBellSwﬂumcecreanonenvmnmenttocm
Bell update reply in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 10.

“"IncmnbentLECsth:thlve loyed AIN must provide such access to carriers that will allow them to
develop call processing applications dcp pummttoﬂwnme mEC

melf,
. ?&’s‘i&""“" tobcan gl ofﬂn%mn m&ﬂ LBCn:ut mmiuSCE

Cycle Mmm Inc.’s
Peation orzrp;:dzted Watver of Part 69 Rules, Public Notice, DA 96-27 (Jan. 17, 1996) (BellSouth Part 69 Waiver

135 Of the three pomlsofaeeeutoAINpmpoud zalebNPRM.LEC

enerally SMS ofhutothc telephone network. See Bell
Kiantic comments in CC R0, 01348 o1 6.7: BellSouth oammots 1 CC Dok s T S1-34e 12,13 GTE
comments in CC Docket No. 91-mu19,21,mﬁnx in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 3; PacTel

comments in CC Docket No. 91-346:20-21,sncmmccnmuo 91-346 at 5, 8; U S West
commmCCDocketNo 91-346 at 52; United and Central comments in CC Docket No. §1-346.tl
Competitors also support such access. See MCI Comments at 6; Siemens Comments at 2; TIA Comments at 2.

“"Mowb}’m@w«im?m BellSouth »wmscﬁnmwﬁuwmm
administer AIN yvices mmﬁe and SMS. Bell South's third-
partynrvmdeve : off-hook immediate, off-hook delsy

mize :ﬁ' triggers. Id See Bell Atlantic

dialing lm,cuswmmddu.lm? oode terminating attempt
oommegtsmCCDocketNo 9 g46at6 8; Ameritech July l7ExParte
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We again encourage incumbent LECs and competitive carriers to participate in industry fora and
industry testing to resolve outstanding mediation concemns.

497. Parties did identify some proprietary concerns regarding access to the SCE and
SMS used in the incumbent LEC's AIN. Some incumbent LECs contend that the interface used
at the SCE is proprietary in nature.!’” GVNW argues that specific AIN-based services designed
by carriers should be proprietary in nature.!’** Competitors correctly argue that AIN can be used,
not only for telecommunication services traditionally supported by the switch, but as a means to
deploy advanced services not otherwise possible.!'¥ We find that competing providers without
access to AIN would be at a significant disadvantage to incumbent LECs, because they could not
necessarily offer the same services to the customer. This access will help competing providers
without imposing costs on incumbent LECs because the entrants will pay the cost.''® We
therefore conclude, under section 251(dX2)(A), that access to AIN, including those elements that
may be proprietary, is necessary for successful entry into the local service market.

498. Most parties generally did not identify proprietary concerns with access to those
SMSs used other than for AIN. Some parties, however, argue that there are proprietary
interfaces used to enter information into various databases.!'s! Competing carriers counter that
competitive providers would not need to have direct access to the proprietary methods of data
entry used by incumbent LECs, and as a result we conclude that the unbundled access to SMSs
used for other than AIN does not present proprietary concerns with respect to section
251(dX2)(A)."e

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

7 S West comments at 58 n.124 (for example, BeliSouth uses DESIGNedge for such access which utlhzes a
proprietary database technology tailored to its network); Bell Atlantic comments at 28-29.

11 GVNW comments at 30 (incumbent LECs should be able to ight AIN based services that they create or
incumbents will have much less incentive to develop such semcesg

11% AT&T comments at 23-25; Cable & Wireless comments at 24; MCI comments at 18, 33.
160 See supra, Section VII.

16! AT&T June 13 Ex Parte.

€2 AT&T comments at 26.
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customers without access to an SMS.''$® We also conclude that AIN-based services are
important to a new entrant's ability to compete effectively for customers with the incumbent
LEC, and in developing new business by introducing new AIN based services. Thus we
conclude that a competitor's ability to provide service would be significantly impaired if it did
not have unbundled access to an incumbent LEC's SMS, including access to the SMS(s) used to
input data to the LIDB, Toll Free Calling, Number Portability and AIN call-related databases.

500. We reject the contention by several incumbent LECs that signaling and database
access was meant by the 1996 Act to apply only to such access as is necessary for call routing
and completion. Although the competitive checklist for BOC entry into in-region interLATA
services under section 271 requires "nondiscriminatory access to databases and associated
signaling necessary for call routing and completion”!'* the definition of a network element is
more comprehensive in scope. A network element as defined by the 1996 Act includes
"databases" and in particular "databases sufficient for billing and collection or used in the
transmission, routing, or other provision of a telecommunications service."''® We find that the
inclusion of "other provision of a telecommunications service” meant Congress intended the
unbundling of databases to be read broadly and could include databases beyond those directly
used in the transmission or routing of a telecommunications service.

(4)  Third Party Call-Related Databases

. 501. We find that there is not enough evidence in the record to make a determination as
to the technical feasibility of interconnection of third party call-related databases to the
incumbent LEC's signaling system. Some parties argue that such interconnection, including the
interconnection of third party AIN SCP databases, would allow them to provide more efficient or
advanced call processing and services to customers, thereby increasing their ability to compete
with the incombent LEC.!'% AT&T and MCI specifically argue that it would be technically
feasible for them to interconnect their AIN SCP database to an incumbent LEC's AIN for the
purpose of providing call processing instructions to the incumbent LEC's switch.!!s” 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

113 Ericsson comments at 6.

11 47 US.C. § 271(cX2XBXX).

16 47 U.S.C. § 153(29).

11 AT&T comments at 23-25; Cable & Wireless comments at 24; MCI comments at 18, 33.
167 AT&T comments at 23-25; MCI comments at 18, 33.
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the STP or SCP and has not yet been developed.!® AT&T counters that there is no need for
additional mediation and that sufficient certification and-testing of AIN based services before
deployment in such a fashion is technically feasible.!'®®

502. At this time, in view of this record and the record compiled in the Intelligent
Networks docket, we cannot make a determination of the technical feasibility of such
interconnection. We do, however, believe that state commissions could find such an
arrangement to be technically feasible and we do not intend to preempt such an order through
these rules. The Illinois Commission recently ordered access to incumbent LECs' AIN that does
allow for this type of interconnection.!’™ We intend to address this issue early in 1997, either in
the IN docket or in a subsequent phase of this proceeding, taking into account, inter alia, any
relevant decisions of state commissions.!!™

503. We also address the impact on small incumbent LECs. For example, GVNW
asserts that any national rule requiring this form of interconnection would require many small
incumbent LECs to make uneconomic upgrades of their switches in order to accommodate it.!'”?
We have considered the economic impact of our rules in this section on small incumbent LECs.
Accordingly, we have not adopted any national standards concerning AIN at this time. We also
note that section 251(f) provides relief for certain small LECs from our regulations implementing
section 251.

S. Operation Support Systems

a. Background

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

16 See U S West comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 73-74, 84; NYNEX comments in CC Docket No. 91-346
at 14-15; SBC comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 8-9.

19See AT&T Intelligent Networks Proposal Attachment at 2.
1i® Minois Wholesale Order.

117! There are other additional outstanding mﬁmmlmﬂ Networks proceeding that are not resolved here
including direct acoess to the SCP and national stndards for ALY aces Arenotrese

2 GYNW comments at 30-31.
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compete in regional markets."'” We also sought comment on the unbundling of databases
generally in our discussion on unbundling database and signaling systems.'”*

b. Comments

505. Several new entrants argue that incumbent LECs should be required to unbundie
- access to their "operations support systems" and "back-office” databases as network elements.!'”
Parties define operations support systems and back office databases generally to include those
systems and databases required for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair,
and billing.!'® Several state commissions report that they have required incumbent LECsto
provide access to some of these systems and databases.!!” Potential competitors argue that,
without such access, incumbent LECs can make it extremely difficuit for them to utilize
unbundled network elements and resold services, thereby severely impairing their ability to
compete.!'”™ Competitors argue that they should be able to access such incumbent LEC systems
as necessary to receive and input data.!"™ Competitors contend that such access is required by

T NPRM at para. 89.
117 NPRM at paras. 107-114.

175 ACTA comments at 14; ACSI comments at 42-43; ALTS comments at 31 mmm
comments at 5; AT&T comments at 33-39; M&W’mmu%ﬂ Citizens Utilities comments at 15;
Comp Tel comments at 31; GCI comments at 16; MCI comments at 33; TCCeommcntut54—60 Teleggn
commentut38-39 meenuu&lO(mambthECsshouldebﬂ)eBmmg ame and
Address database); ‘WorldCom June 14 Ex Parte at 4-5; CompTel June 14 Ex Parte.

“"SnCompeunonPohcmewaw GCIM&IG MCI comments at 18; NCTA comments
42,Sptmtcommentutl7-18,4l‘l‘ comments at 38-39. MCl Mﬁum«ﬂwoﬁu
databases it believes are necessary to competitive local telephone service inc among
CumaRoeordInfmaﬁmSym(CRlS),MmSmAddrmGnide(MSAG System (i
mechanism to exchange billed messages such as third-party, collect and calling cards), Telecommunicati

unications
MnnagmentNetworkTypeDat;base(’l‘MN) andNnmberAmgnmentDmblse CIIuly3ExParteut2—4
“"TexasCommmxoneommemuthmbammm,m; mhkmofAT&Tforthe
T Unbundling of

Establish
Georgia Commission Docket 6352 29, 1996); Order Resale
Void and Establishing Tariff orkCommxssnon S and Case 95-C-0657 (New York
Commission June 25, 1996)
17 ACSI comments at 47; AT&T comments at 33-39 (m incumbent LEC's monopoly control over operational

support systems is as formidable an obstacle to Mynhmlmmmmm Cable & Wireless
comments at 36-37; Citizens Utilities comments at 15; Connnmloommmnw Syrmcommmatn-w 22;
TCCmmenunM(inmbemLsc:mbmkm T % i
in’“nm& comments at Com
commentsat37-38 mnmz.np-m M metwork elements into

is necessary for
Mmm Vamem:t?—% will be unable to
lmless incumbent LBCs provxde access to nnbundledwy W Compete

1P See, e.g., ACSI comments at 47; MCI comments at 24.
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sections 251(c)(3) and 251(c)(4) as part of the terms and conditions of each section."'® TCC
further argues that until such access is in place, incumbent LECs will not have met the
requirements of either section 251(c)(3) or (c)(4) and therefore BOCs cannot be deemed to have
met the requirements of section 271(c)(2)BXi).!'*!

506. In contrast, most incumbent LECs argue that operations support systems do not
qualify as network elements under the 1996 Act.!'® Ameritech argues that competitors have not
demonstrated that they need access to such systems in order to provide telecommunications
services.!'®® Several incumbent LECs assert that an incumbent LEC may negotiate with a
competitor to provide such support services, but that the 1996 Act does not require them to
unbundle these systems as network elements.!'* Other parties argue that such access is not
currently technically feasible and should be resolved through the negotiations process.!!** 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
customers. 1%

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

“”TCCcommmtsat56(sectlon251(c 3) requires that unbundied network elements be provided at
nondnmmnm? canczlgigns,andsecm(c 4)nqumﬂutservxcesforrualebeprovxdedﬁ'eeof
any"unreasombeorducmnmatory ; CompTel comments at 37 (Commission should set
an aggressive, firm deadline for compliance); GCI commentsat 16.

1181 TCC comments at 56-57.

1% BellSouth comments at 45; GTE comments at 44; U S West comments at 48; Lincoln Tel. replyat 12-14;

ﬁ?mcnpxyzﬁlzgizﬁl(s (mm’ %Tum" ag slecomon: seryice Rl

territory without such direct wmwﬂ:upl&:tﬂ n.45; GTE roply at 23; N reply at 33-34; PacTel

mn(opemmmnmsymm wmm« a telecommunicstions service). Letter from
Glover, General A , Bell Atlantic, to Kennard, General Counsel, FCC, April 15, 1996 (Bell

Atlantic April 15 Ex Parte).

N8 Ameritech comments at 19-20; NYNEXoommeutsa:S&M(ﬁnh:Mvedatabasesmnotusedmmuﬂngor
completion of calls); BellAthnucreplyat 14; U S West reply at 27

18 NYNEX comments at 33-34; Ameritech at 19-20 meoln Tel. at 14 (competitors must provide their
own ordering systems); Bell Atlantic April l?gry reply ¢ pro

1185 Lincoln Tel. comments at 9 (re-en. customer service for purpose of supportin
competitors would be extremely proﬂngate s comments at 10-12 o o g

1861 etter from , SBC Communications, Inc. to William Caton, Acting

Sandra W, ;gmr Director, Federal Re
Secretary, FCC, June 4, 1996 ($BC June 4 Ex Parte).
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through real-time "electronic interfaces" or "electronic bonding."""" AT&T argues that virtuaily
every incumbent LEC uses automated interfaces internally to support and coordinate
functionalities such as ordering, provisioning, maintenance, and billing.!'®* TCC argues that the
availability of such operational interface standards for external interaction are limited, and that

. incumbent LECs have powerful disincentives to develop and implement such interfaces in the
absence of clear rules requiring them."'® Parties commented that such interfaces are necessary
so that carriers relying on interconnection, unbundled network elements, or resale from the
incumbent LEC can offer their customers services of the same quality as those offered by the
incumbent LEC.""™ AT&T argues that incumbent LECs must provide such access for
competitors at the same level of quality and within the same intervals as they do for their own

end-users so that customers do not "perceive any differences in the quality of service provided by

one carrier as compared to another."!'” Competitors contend that such interfaces need to be
similar to the PIC conversion process, so that it is as easy for consumers to switch local service
providers as it is to switch interexchange carriers.!'? Teleport argues that it would be ata
competitive disadvantage if it was required to use slower, more expensive manual systems while
the incumbent LEC continued to use its modern and efficient systems.!!**

187 ACTA comments at 14-15; AT&T comments at 33-39; MCI comments at 33-34; Sprint comments at viii, 17-19,
22; Tel comments at 38-39 Texas Commission comments at 19; TCC comments at 56-58 Appendix D; AT&T

reply at'
s AT&T comments at 36-37.
% TCC comments at 55.

‘2‘; %CTA commen;;taltgé.ss 9AT&T comments :tt gg-(39 ; MCI comments b‘et 351-34 ; Sprint comments at 7-19
eleport comme TCC comments a competitor must e to seamlessly de!
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1191 AT&T comments at 35. AT&TWMMQ
mchdhg?olkymdkulcc im 3%-4
meﬁcdauw» lhporl DSPCC 2(!!117 1135-
services and cellular services); Amendiwent
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beasmyforconmmto mweprovnd’eu is currently to distance providers). See
Rm&FedeanegulatayAnnlysu, toWilhunKenmrd,
GenemlCounsezFCC Mar. 20, 1§96 Joint Ex Parte) at 6.

"”Telepoﬁeommentsat” aocord‘l‘CCeommenuatSS for example, anmumbentLECcouldmmown
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508. AT&T and TCC commented on AT&T's experience in the Rochester, New York
market as a reseller of Rochester Telephone's services under Rochester Telephone's Open Market
Plan.!"* Parties noted that AT&T was required to submit a detailed order form, initially through
a facsimile machine and later through e-mail, in order to resell Rochester Telephone services.!'”
AT&T asserts that it was signing up between one and two hundred new customers daily and
therefore had to fax up to 1400 pages daily to Rochester Telephone.!!'® AT&T and TCC contend
that such a manual process is clearly discriminatory and in violation of the 1996 Act because it
creates additional delay and the potential for human error, resulting in customer
dissatisfaction.”” TCC argues further that such a disparity in systems allows for the incumbent
LEC to schedule service commencement and issue new 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 LEC to obtain such information.!'*

- 509. Several parties argue that electronic interfaces should provide competitors with
transparent access to the underlying information rather than the individual databases necessary
for ordering and provisioning, installation, maintenance and repair, recording and billing, and
monitoring service.”’® Commenters assert that large incumbent LECs may have, for example,
certain information necessary for billing, stored among several databases systems, each with
individual operating systems.'*® AT&T asserts that it will be difficult and expensive for a

""SeePeuuonofRocheeﬁerTeleAphone forA?pmvﬂ Opinion and Order
Joint (e::tl,pCase 9 -C-0103 Opinion No. 94-25 :%5 Plli?’Serv Comm'n)

jﬁov vmf ntheMattero Rochater Pctﬁion lor Waivers to Implement its Open Market
10 FCC 6776 (1995), see also Bng Boys Come N.Y. Times, Oct. 19 1995at 1.

1'% AT&T comments at 34-35 (AT&T had to complete a multi-page form for every individual customer that wanted
to switch to AT&T and Rochester Telephone would not change a customer’s service until AT&T faxed multiple
documents to it); TCC comments at 55.

1% AT&T comments at 34 (AT&T estimated that for each customer it ordered services for, it took at least four
hours for Rochester to complete and respond to AT&T).

197 AT&T comments at 34 (AT&T the problems with a manual process were "intolerable” in the
:ltoscfl)iemrmarket, mdwoufdudﬁ;ﬂymmmmhgummmhuvﬂymmdm),TCCmm

1% TCC comments at 55-56 (at worst the competing carrier must hang up with the customer and call back later with
the necessary information).

1% AT&T comments at 33-39; Tewmﬁmnmnmmmun n.52-53; TCC comments at 56
-57 (electronic interface mnushmdddloweompetmmdw,tomm rq)om,obnm

report commitments, customer gite visits and receive notification of network nrviee)‘
Letter from Antoinette Cook Bush, Counsel, Ameritech to William Caton,
(Ameritech]ulleExParte) Amcrmchl’ thaﬁm} mmmmp%

carriers to provide com; toth der databases
muats pro petxtorswn access ¢ underlying systems or provulmg

120 AT&T comments at 33-39.
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competing carrier to individually access multiple systems and that the difficulty and expense will
be compounded for parties wishing to compete in several incumbent LECs' territories.'®! AT&T
contends, therefore, that incumbent LECs should create and deploy a "gateway" to all of their
internal operations support systems and databases so that a competing carrier could use one
method of access to the underlying information.'*? U S West contends that competitors must
develop systems that are compatible with incumbent LEC electronic interfaces and argues that
incumbent LECs should not be required to develop individualized systems for each competing

carrier. 1>

510. Since the passage of the 1996 Act, several states have proceeded to implement rules
for local competition, several of which include provisions concerning electronic interfaces.!?*
The Georgia Commission ordered BellSouth to establish electronic operational interfaces by July
15, 1996, and ordered both incumbent BellSouth and requesting carrier AT&T to submit a joint
report to the commission within thirty days concerning the implementation schedule necessary to
deploy such interfaces.'* After a motion for reconsideration, the Georgia Commission provided
BellSouth with an additional month to establish these interfaces and added additional deadlines
for the deployment and operation of such interfaces.'® The Illinois Commission ordered
Ameritech and Centel to provide competitors with "all operational interfaces at parity with those
provided their own retail customers."'*’ The Louisiana Commission has proposed rules on local
competition that require incumbent LECs to deploy systems for competitors that are equivalent

1201 Id
1202 Id

"“Lmﬁ'om?ndk — Federal Regulatory, U S West to Robert Tanner, Attorney
Advisor, FCC, July 9, 1 &(USWenJuly9ExParte)

1204 Letter from Bruce Cox, Government Affairs Director, AT&T to William Caton, Acting Secretary,
IM(AT&TmyllEsz) AT&T submitted orders or mluﬂmeightmmnthaveuken
issue of electronic interfaces. [

FCC, July
12 Petition of AT&T for the Commission to Establish Resale MMT:MMCW“MW
Unbundling of Services, Docket No. 6352-Uatlll 15 (Georgia May29, 1996). The Georgia
Commission ordered BellSouth to mbhshmnrﬁcei'orspv-uvm
directory listing and line information databases, service trouble reporting, and

‘”‘MoﬁmforwglﬂminwetNoGBSZ-U( hﬂymzél . The cmgi:
March 31, 1997 as an absolute deadline. / g by the end o ’

17 Ilinois Wholesale Order. The Illinois Commission ordered both incumbent LECs, to the extent they could not
cgum!lg hﬁumﬁ%b implement operational parity, to submit a plan with specific timetables for achieving
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to those used by incumbents for their own retail exchange services.*®® Under those rules, such
access must be equal to that provided to an incumbent LECs’' own personnel.’®® The California
Commission adopted interim rules ordering incumbent LECs to deploy automated on-line
systems for access by competitors.’?’® The Indiana Commission concluded that a competitor's
ability to utilize "electronic access, technical interfaces, or access to databases to place service
orders, receive phone number assignments, receive information necessary to bill [its] customers
and to inform the incumbent LEC of cases of trouble"” is essential to the development of resale
competition.’?"! Indiana ordered incumbent LECs to provide all operational interfaces at parity
with those the incumbent provides to its own retail customers.'?'> The Ohio Commission's rules
on local competition require all LECs to provide "nondiscriminatory, automated operational
supportsystems that support access by competing carriers to such functions as pre-ordering,
ordering, provisioning, repair and maintenance, number assignment, and billing.'*** The
Oklahoma Commission has proposed rules that require an incumbent LEC, to the extent it
provides itself, its affiliates or subsidiaries, automated interfaces for the purpose of service
ordering, maintenance or repair, to make such interfaces available to competitors.'2!

511. A few incumbent LECs commented on their own efforts to develop and implement

electronic interfaces, including development of a single gateway for competing carrier access.
Ameritech contends that "operational interfaces are essential to promote viable competitive

Cq,tggemm in the Local Telecommunications No. U-
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to incumbent LECs' mechanized order srstan. ber administration system, u'oublereporhng
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1209 Id

1219 Order Instituting ing on the Commission's Own Motion into Local Exchange Service,
R. 95-04-043 and 1. 95-04-044 CommumnApnlzs 1995) %Commmmordaedsuch

access for "service ordering and implementation scheduling.” /4 at Appendix E, 14.
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1213 In the Matter of the Commission In Relative to the Establishment of Local Exchange Competition
and Other Competitive Issues, Case No. 95 5 -TP-COI (Ohio Commission June 12, 1996).

124 All Sources Proposed Rul No. RM950000019(LoulTelephomCom
Commission March. 7, 1996). rules clarify that such interfaces shoul perm%competitorstodmotly
access the incumbent's underlying systems. Id at 79,
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entry.”'?' Bell Atlantic states that it currently provides ordering and repair information to IXCs
and is working on implementing similar electronic interfaces for competing local carriers.'3!¢
GTE commented that it supports access to its trouble administration information for AT&T and
MCL'#7 U S West also supports trouble administration electronic access for AT&T and MCI
and is developing access to all of its operations support systems for [XCs.'?* U S West also
states that it expects to build on such access for IXCs to develop access to meet the needs of local
competitors.?® NYNEX also provides currently for electronic access for IXCs to its operations
support systems for presubscription, ordering and provisioning, trouble administration, and
access billing.'”® NYNEX, which has been ordered by the New York Commission to provide
electronic interfaces for local competitors by October 1, 1996,'2! recently proposed to expand
the use of its current electronic access for [XCs to local competitors.'

512. Sprint and MCI argue that current use of electronic interfiaces, including the
Customer Account Record Exchange (CARE) system used by LECs and IXCs to exchange
subscriber account information electronically, is evidence of the technical feasibility of electronic
bonding.'® TCC urges the Commission to require the provision of timely and accurate CARE
by all local service providers to all IXCs.'** Vartec asserts that incumbent LECs and IXCs

1215 Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte.
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Atlantic, to William Caton, Acting Secretary, FCC, June 21, 1996 (Bell Atlantic June 21 Ex Parte).

1217 GTE reply at 23 n.31 (GTE provides electronic bonding for trouble administration to both AT&T snd MCI).
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123 MCI comments at 18; S comments at 17; TCC comments at 58 n.60 (currently there are approximately 56
million CARE transactions ::nually) n.60( e
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already share access to the Billing Name and Address (BNA) database.'?* TCC argues that all
local service providers should be required to continue to support the standard interface that exists
today for IXCs to request BNA information to complete the billing process for its customers.'2¢
In addition, TCC notes that competing carriers purchasing unbundied local switching from the
incumbent LEC will require access to billing data to bill IXCs for exchange access.'?’

513. Several commenters advocate national standards for electronic interfaces.!**
Ameritech asserts that "{t]he ability to do business between multiple local exchange carriers and
incumbent LECs dictates that these electronic interfaces adhere to national or industry-based
standards where available."'?® Sprint proposes that the Commission require industry to develop
such standards and incumbent LECs to implement those standards within twelve months, 12
AT&T argues that, while industry has primary responsibility for developing standards, section
256(b)(1) establishes an "oversight" responsibility for the Commission in the development of
such industry standards.'®' American Communications Services argues that such standards
should conform to Bellcore and ANSI requirements as well as relevant industry guidelines and
manufacturer specifications.’?? Ameritech asserts that, if an ANSI or other national or industry-
based standard exists, incuambent LECs should have a duty to conform their electronic interfaces
to those standards within a reasonabile period of time.'”* Sprint reports that industry has been
working on developing standards for electronic interfaces in the Electronic Communications
Implementation Committee (ECIC),'** a working committee in the Telecommunications

122 Vartec comments at 8-9.

126 TCC comments at 58-59.

127 TCC comments at 59.

128 AT&T comments at 36-39; Cable & Wireless comments at 36-37; Teleport comments at 38-39.
129 Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte at 5.

120 Sprint comments at 18. See also AT&T comments at 38. ATRT tthommionmdireet' 0
work towards developing such standards, set a date for their ntRio and make it clear to
that such standards are a necessary part of meeting the requirements of sections 251(c)(3) and (c)4). Id

18! AT&T comments at 38.

122 ACSI comments at 47; see Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte st 5. Ameritoch adds that the telecommunications
mdmﬂyhutherespmmbﬂnymdevebpmawnmdardsdnmghmdmgbodumhnm& Id

133 Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte at 5.

1234 ECIC was formerly known as the Electronic Bonding Implementation T before
vas form ly g Imp eam (EBIT) becoming a working
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Industry Forum of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS).!* The
ECIC defines electronic bonding as "interactive electronic information exchange involving
application-to-application communications between telecommunications jurisdictions”

supporting operations, administration, maintenance, and provisioning.'?* The ECIC has already
developed guidelines for a "Trouble Administration” application and is close to completing those
for an “Interexchange Carrier/Customer Account Record Exchange” application.'?” A few
incumbent LECs identified the "Electronic Data Interchange (EDI)" standard as a potential basis
for electronic interfaces.'®* Several parties also commented that the Ordering and Billing Forum
(OBF) is working on developing standards for electronic interfaces.’® SBC and NYNEX note
that ECIC, OBF, EDI and the TIM1 standards committees'?*® are all working in conjunction to
develop electronic interfaces for inter-telecommunications company transactions.'2#!

514. AT&T argues that a national standard for electronic interfaces should provide for a
uniform method of access to underlying information by competing carriers to all incumbent
LECs. As envisioned by AT&T, such a gateway would provide transparent access for all
competing local exchange providers to incumbent LEC administrative and back office databases.
Bell Atlantic and AT&T together agree that, given "appropriate guidance from the Commission,
the industry can achieve consensus on sufficient data elements and formatting conventions to
facilitate that 95% of all inter-telecommunications company transactions may be processed via
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183 Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte at 5-6. EDI is defined by the Telecommunications Industry Forum. /d at 6.

12% AT&T comments at 38; BellSwﬂlreplyatM Ameritech lOEmeatS An electronic
intesace could be based 0e, the "a0ems sarvict amest defined by OBF infom:donoouum
via the exchmgemmgemerﬁce or the uchangemamgerecord"also by OBF. Ameritech July 10

Ex Parte at 5-6.
1340 T1M1 is a standards committee under the T1 Telecommunications committee, and is a part of ATIS.
1341 SBC July 12 Ex Parte; NYNEX July 17 Ex Parte.
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