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ITS PETITION FOR CLARIFICATION AND RECONSIPERATION

The Association for Local Telecommunications Services

("ALTS") hereby files its reply to the various oppositions to its

petition for clarification and reconsideration. In its initial

petition ALTS raised a number of issues that it believes need

clarification or reconsideration in this proceeding. ALTS

continues to believe that each of these areas of concern should

be addressed by the Commission. Because many of these issues

have been thoroughly briefed by the parties, ALTS limits its

response to three areas: the costing principles to be used in

determining NRCs, the provision of a fresh look period so that

customers can have access to alternative providers of service,

and the clarification of bad faith negotiation.

I. SPECIFIC RULES ARE NEEDED FOR NRCs.

As indicated in ALTS' Petition for Clarification and

Reconsideration, the Commission in its Interconnection Order

discussed the theoretical difference between nonrecurring costs
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and charges and recurring costs and charges. The Commission did

not, however, adopt specific rules relating to what costs could

be included by the ILECs in computing nonrecurring charges

relating to the ordering and provisioning of unbundled elements

and interconnection.

It has now become clear that some ILECs see the Commission's

lack of guidance as an opportunity to charge exorbitant fees for

the provisioning of unbundled elements. Setting nonrecurring

charges at unreasonable levels could well preclude competitors

from ordering unbundled elements, and thus prevent the robust

competitive environment envisioned by the Telecommunications Act

of 1996. Indeed, absent Commission action, high NRC charges

could prove the ultimate barrier to entry. Accordingly, in its

petition for clarification and reconsideration, ALTS asks the

Commission to issue a few, relatively general, rules relating to

the ILECs' calculation of nonrecurring charges. l

The oppositions to ALTS' petition argue that cost-causers

should bear all up-front costs, even if those costs are

significant. These oppositions simply assume that early new

entrants are solely accountable for such costs because they

request actions never been taken before by the incumbents. With

respect to ALTS' request that nonrecurring charges should be

equal to or less than the lowest nonrecurring charge for the most

1 In its Response filed October 31st, ALTS also supported
AT&T's requested rules relating to the calculation of NRCs.
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analogous lLEC services, the incumbents argue this makes no sense

as tariffed non-recurring charges are often not fully

compensatory. 2

First, as a factual matter, it is important the Commission

recognize this issue is not just theoretical. The NRCs proposed

by some lLECs are so much greater than those agreed to by other

lLECs that it is inconceivable any differences in network design

or labor or any other cost could justify such a difference. For

example, the non-recurring charge for the provisioning of an

unbundled loop as proposed by U S West in its negotiations with

Electric Lightwave are nearly 10 times higher than the charges

agreed to by Ameritech in its interconnection agreement signed

with lCG. ~ Attachments 1 and 2. 3 The inevitable conclusion

is that US West is either claiming costs that do not exist, or is

intending to provision loops in an incredibly inefficient manner.

Because there are such significant differences between the

NRCs that are being quoted to the new entrants for provisioning

~ Opposition of USTA at 8.

3 U S West quoted a nonrecurring charge of $435 for a
single voice grade unbundled loop ($339 for the cross connect and
$96 for the actual loop), whereas Ameritech has agreed to provide
lCG with an unbundled loop (including cross connect) for $50
initially, and $35 after June 1, 1997.

The Ameritech agreement includes a service order charge of
thirty dollars. However, since service orders in general will
request more than one unbundled loop, the additional cost related
to the service order charge presumably is relatively
insignificant. Even if each unbundled loop required a different
service order, the NRC from Ameritech would still be less than
one quarter the charge proposed by U S West.
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of the same unbundled elements, it is imperative the Commission

make clear what costs incurred by the incumbent LECs may properly

be included in NRCs. The Commission needs to clarify that the

only forward-looking transactional costs of an incumbent using

efficient technology and efficient processes may be included.

The CLECs should not have to pay exorbitant NRCs to obtain the

unbundled elements promised them by the Act simply because a

particular ILEC declines to adopt efficient procedures to

provision unbundled elements.

Because proper cost studies relating to NRCs cannot be

completed in the near future, it is also logical, as an interim

measure, to adopt ALTS' proposal to limit NRCs to the lowest

nonrecurring charge for the most analogous ILEC service. It

simply makes no sense to argue, as USTA does, that because

tariffed non-recurring charges are not always fully compensatory,

CLECs should not have access to the most analogous tariffed

price. ILECs are perfectly free to request compensatory rates.

Only upon a state's refusal to grant such compensatory levels

should the Commission be willing to consider a claim that an NRC

should not also be available to CLECs because it is assertedly

non-compensatory.

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CREATE A "FRESH LOOK" PERIOD.

In its petition for clarification and reconsideration, ALTS

also asks the Commission to provide a "fresh look" period so that

customers of incumbent LECs can consider competitive carriers
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without excessive penalties. ALTS noted there is evidence some

incumbent LECs have been aggressively pursuing long term

contracts with their customers in anticipation of the competitive

provision of services,4 and that customers enticed into long term

contracts will have executed those contracts at a time when there

was no option to obtain service from a different carrier. If

these customers are effectively unable to consider obtaining new

service from a different provider, competitive services will not

develop as envisioned by the Telecommunications Act. ALTS noted

this situation is similar to that in the Expanded Interconnection

proceedings, where, for similar reasons, the Commission allowed

customers a "fresh look" period.

A number of incumbent LECs argue there is no need for a

fresh look period provided there is no evidence that incumbent

LECs have been doing anything other than competing aggressively

in the marketplace, or that the customers involved are

unsophisticated or are being misled. Furthermore, the incumbent

LECs argue that the situation in Expanded Interconnection is

quite different than that faced by consumers today.5 Ameritech

contends that "unlike special access prior to the Expanded

Interconnection proceeding, the retail services involved here

4 ~ ALTS Petition for Clarification and Reconsideration
at 12, n.3.

5 See. e.g .. Opposition of Ameritech at 34. In addition,
Ameritech argues that ALTS proposal is untimely. However, the
issue of whether customers should have a "fresh look" period was
raised in the initial comments in this rulemaking by Intermedia
Communications, Inc. ~ Comments of ICI at 15.
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which are predominantly Centrex, private line and toll -- are

already competitive," and that because its Centrex contracts are

assignable, a customer may switch to a reseller without incurring

a termination charge by having the reseller assume the

outstanding contract. The critical point, of course, is whatever

the extent of existing competition between PBXs and Centrex, or

between ILEC Centrex and resold Centrex, that competition is

entirely irrelevant to the success of facilities-based

competition from wireline competitors.

In addition, as a factual matter, Ameritech is incorrect as

to the competitive nature of the markets in which ALTS requested

a fresh look. ALTS requested a fresh look period for all retail

local exchange customers with long term contracts, including many

services beyond the Centrex, private line and toll services

discussed by Ameritech. Thus, for those customers which have had

no wireline market choices in the past, it is important to allow

them to decide among competitive alternatives without being

forced to pay extraordinary penalties.

That there may be no "proof" of anticompetitive intent by

the incumbents in obtaining these long term contracts is

irrelevant to the issue of whether customers should be given a

fresh look. The reason for the "fresh look" period is not to

"punish" incumbents, but to ensure that all customers have the

ability to take advantage of the benefits that competition would

bring.
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III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLARIFY THE
DEFINITION OF BAD FAITH NEGOTIATIONS.

Several parties have cited with approval ALTS' request that

the Commission further clarify types of behavior by ILECs that

constitute bad faith in negotiating interconnection agreements. 6

The record in the instant proceeding identifies instances of ILEC

conduct that has the effect of obstructing the interconnection

negotiation process, and fully supports ALTS' request for

additional guidelines to define ILEC conduct that constitutes bad

faith. Moreover, recent experience of ALTS' members makes it

clear that the Commission should expand these guidelines to

address not only the negotiation process, but also the

implementation of interconnection agreements once they have been

established through negotiation or arbitration. ALTS members

have confronted several instances in which ILECs have delayed

unreasonably the implementation of interconnection agreements

established through voluntary negotiation by as much as five

months. ALTS therefor urges the Commission to find that

unreasonable delay in the implementation of interconnection

agreements constitutes bad faith, and to use its good offices to

expedite the full implementation of interconnection agreements in

a timely manner.

6~, ~., Comments of Air Touch Communications, Inc. at
2-3.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, ALTS respectfully requests that

its petition for clarification and reconsideration be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard J, e
Emily M. will ms
Association for Local
Telecommunications Services
1200 19th Street, N.W.,

Suite 560
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202)466-3046

November 14, 1996
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Portland. Oregon • Seattle, ~shinBlOI) Sacramenlo. California P"~ni1(, Arizona • Salr Lake Cicy. Ulah
(S03) 242·2242 (206) 872·2000 • (976) 444-7744 • (60Z) 277-7722 (80l) 521·3000

Us WEST c....IIIa...., Ille.
1600 7ft AWIUt, R00II3G01
Seattle, WA 98101
20'0345-1SA

Mart .,.ot4J
Dtrector·l.tercOllarcttOD

September 25, 1996

llj.~·
COMMUNICATIONS @

Electric Lightwave Inc.
Ms. Ellen Deutsch
Attorney
8100 Northeast Parkway Drive, Suite 1SO
Vancouver, WA 98662

Dear Ms. Deutsch:

Enclosed for your review is an updated discussion draft of the U S WEST
Communications proposal for interconnection and resale arrangements.
This document incorporates the August 8th FCC rules for the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Please feel free to contact Colleen Rugh on (503) 242-5849 with any
questions or scheduling requirements.

Mark Reynolds
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360-896-3309 ELECTRIC LIGHTWAUE

EXHIBIT A

647 P03 NOU 06 '96 12:39

U 5 WEST INTERCONNECTiON PRICE LIST

WASHINGTON

call r.""ln.lJon

Per Minute of Use
Per MInute of Use
Per Minute of Use
Weighted Area Average. Per Mlunte of Use

call TraMPOrl
Direct Trunlc8d Tnm.ott

OS1· OMir..
OS1 • Over 0 to 8
OS1 • Over 8 to 25
051 • Over 25 to SO
OS1 -OverSO

OS3-0Mi,..
053 - Over 0 to 8
0S3 • Over 8 to 25
053 - Over 2S to 50
OS3·Over50

TMtdem-Switched TraMPOrt

Tandem Switching, perMOU

Tandem Transmission
oMile

Over 0 - 8 Miles
Over 8 - 25 Miles
Over 25 • 50 Mires
Over 50 Miles

Multiplexing, per .mngement
053100S1

Large Metro Area
MedIum Metro Are

OthorAreas

l

Prfce

$0.003183

$0.003023

$0.003549

$0.003141

Per Mile If!lxedJ
None None

$41.72 SO.87

$41.72 $0.84
$41.73 $2.97
$41.73 $3.49

None None
$283.30 $13.83

$2fW.17 $15.03

$291.31 $39.19

$293.91 $44.74

Price :]

$0.001794

~Ixed [ Per Mile]
None None

$0.001644 $0.000036
$0.001643 $0.000029

$0.001634 $0.000030

$0.001637 $0.000049

Recurring I NonrecumnSJ I
$218.56 $418.45

Call TermlnetJon

call TfillJ!IPotf

Call Transit

Per SWitched Access rariff

Per Switched Access TarIff

Per Switched Access Tariff
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EXHIBIT A

647 P04 NOU 06 '96 12:39

US WEST INTERCONNECTION PRICE LIST

WASHINGTON

EntnInce Facility Recurring [ NonNeUmngl
DS1 199.78

DS3 $404.24

DirectUnit Tranaport l Fixed] Per Mllet

OSO· 0 Milea None None
DSO • Over 0 to 8 $20.89 $0.13

DSO - Over 8 to 25 $20.88 $0.10

eso •Over 25 to !SO $20.88 $0.10

OSO - Over 50 $20.89 $0.17

DS1 - DMiles None None

DS1 • Over ato 8 $41.72 $0.87

DS1 • Over 8 to 25 $41.72 SO.84

051· Over 25 to 50 M1.73 $2.97

OS1 • Over SO $41.73 $:U9

Direct Unk Transport L Fixed I PerU". I
OS3-0Miln None None

053 • Over 0 to e $283.30 $13.83

053 - Over 8 to 25 $294.17 $15.03

053 • Over 25 to 50 $291.31 $39.19

DS3·Over60 $293,91 $44,74

( Recurring [ Nonrecurring I
CCS Unk - Flf$t Unlc None $504.88

CCS Unlc - Each additional Unk None $12.42

STP Port - Per Port 5208.57 None

lIIultJplexJng
OS1 to DSO $221.08 None
DS3to OS1 $216.58 None

Common Elements Recurring [ Nonrecurrlng 1
Quote Preparation Fee None $2,437.30

Entrllnce Facaity - 2 fibers $1,307.45 $2.07

2-wlre DSO EICT $1.41 (WW)
4-w1re DSO EICT $1.79 $339.51

OS1 EICT $15.52 $405.02
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EXHIBIT A

647 P05 NOU 06 '96 12:39

USWEST INTERCONNECTION PRICE LIST

WASHINGTON

DS3EICT

DIrectory AsaISfllnce
Price per Call- Facililies·Bued ProvldeC'S

Ust/ng$
Prlma/y L1atings, DIrectory A.sa/'tllnca. WhIte & Yellow Pages

E911
LEC and AECs recover cOlta from PSAP

Interim Numb,r POr1llblllty
Without Transport

Per Number Ported· First Path
Per Number Ported· AddItional Path

Wllh Transport

$45.00

$0.34

No Charge

No Charge

RecUrring

$4.25
$3.02

$433.23
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EXHIBIT A

USWEST INTERCONNECTION PRICE LIST

WASHINGTON

Per Number Ported· FIrat Path
Per Number Ported· Additional Pith

$8.73
$7.50

Addmone' Charges
Service EstabliShment, per switctl. per route· nonrecurrlng

Nonrecurring
$43.80

$9.49

$7.05

L NO,o.;.,nnl;,;".;";;,,CU...rri;..;,nv........__---...]
Service Establishment· adcflfional number pom.d or changes
to existing numbers, per number porttld - nonreaAmng

Additional and Conaeeutlve Numbers - additional number
ported on same Iccount n8IM and conlecutlve numbers.
per number ported - nonrecurring

...

Asslgnm.nt orNumblta
Assignments per Industry guidelines

PrIc.
No Charge

Bu.)" Un. V.tfflClltJon
Per Call $0.72

Sus)" Un. Interrupt
Per Call $0.87

L R_.c_u....rrf_nll;:...l No.;o"IU'ICurrt......:nll;.,1
Unbundl«l Loo~

Large Metro Area
Medloum Metro Area
Other Arels
Weighted Area Average

Without teStIng
WIth Basic Testing
WIth aasic Testing at 0t8lgn8ted TIme

Unbundled Ports
End Office Port. Per First port
End Offlce Port, Per Each Addilional Port

$33.18
$38.24
$52."0
$38.22

$1.43
$1.43

$118.88
$30.33

Per Port. Per MOU
Per Port, Per MOU
Per Port. Per MOU
Weighted Area Average, Per MOU

Large Metro Area
Medium Metro Ar
Other Areas

$0.003183
$0.003023
$0.003549
$0.003141

Feature Group 1, per port
Fe8ture Group 2. per port
Weighted Average Feature Group. per port

$1.03
$5.31
55.09

$2.99
$2.99

\
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INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT UNDER SECI'IONS~1 AND 252
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACf OF 1996

Dated'il 01 J.... 14, U96

by aud betweea

AME1UTECB INJORMATION INDUST.RY SERVJCBS,
a diYlsioa of AIDeritedl Senkes, IDe.

on behalf or Ameritech Ohio

aud

ICG ACCESS SERVICES, INC.

\
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PRICING SCHEDULE - OHIO

I. Reciprocal Compensation

Rate;;: $0.009 per minute

n. Information Services BUtinl & COllection

Fee = $0.03 per message

m. BLVIBLVI Traffic

Rate - $0.90 per Busy Line VerifICation .
Sl.10 per Busy lJnc Verificatioll Ioterrupt
(ia addition to $0.90 for Busy LiDe Verification)

IV. Transiting

Rate - SO.002 per miaute ;.

V. UnbuDdIed Network BlemeDts

A. UabundJed Loop .Ratesl

LoopTypc

Anlo,2W
Auloa4'W
ADSL 2WIHDSL 2W
ADSL 4W/HDSL 4W
BRIISDN
PBX Chowad Start Coin
Coin
EledroDic Key Line

C{W-..-
$ 9.10
$1 .20
$ 9.10
$18.20
$ 9.10
$ 9.50
$ '.50
$ 9.50

MoatbIy Ratts

Access Ana'!
C

$14.10
$28.20
$14.10
$28.20
$14.10
$14.50
$14.60
$14.60

D
$16.10
$31.20
$16.10
$32.20
$16.10
$16.60
$16.60
$16.60

-...

• Conunoa LiIIe Charges~ chatpsazeiDdudocl in Ihe""-ac:ld~
rates. -

2 "Access AIea" is as dcfmcd in Amcritech's applicable tariffs for busiDeu aDd
residential BxclwIgc Line SeMccs.



D&teo£~ 0/
of Se.trieo Orl* Sltvicl Older a.r,.' u.~Qsarp'

Prior to 6/1/97 S30 $SO

OIl oz after 6111'17 $30 $35

2. c

a-ptor
laidal LiDe ........,

Date of Aa MPfMCIC Sonioeo..b C••,•• &.Wid. 00
of SesYice Osdet 0tuF' CIIIqe' PadL~"

Not to 611197 S30 $SO $20

OIl Of dIr 611197 S30 ", $20
. •

, The Service Order Chup is a per occasion cbarp applicable to any number of Imps
ordered for the same location and same Customer account.

4 The Line Connection Charge applies to each Loop purchase.

S The SeMce Order cIIarp is a pel' occasion chaJp appJicable per ported aecowIt per
Customer location.

6 'Ibe LiDe ComJeetioD ChafF applies to eachported~. If Number PoItabiUty is
purchased with the Loop, tile Initial Line CODDeCtion CharJe IbaU be waived. 1be laitial
Line ConDection Charp iDcJudes porting Cbe iDidal aumber with up to Diaety (90) call
paths.

1 The Charaefor Subrequedt AdditioDa1 Call Path CORJlOl:tioJu is applied wJaas purcbasiD,
up to an additional DiDety (90) paths for &II illdividual ported DUmber. This dlaqe also
applies to any cbaaps to the Dumber of call paths OIl a ported mamber.

_-:-:---··.:'!p."Sg&--------------~· ----



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing Rely by the
Association for Local Telecommunications Services was served
November 14, 1996, on the following persons by First-Class Mail
or by hand service, as indicated.

M. Louise B~
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