Before the
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IOA
. ) mwmg"'gw

Implementation of the Local ) CC Docket No. 96-98 ARY
Competition Provisions in the )

Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

REPLY COMMENTS OF MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

Pursuant to Section 1.429 of the Federal Communications Commission’s (the
“Commission”) Rules and Regulations, 47 C.F.R. 1.429, MCI Telecommunications Corporation
(“MCT”), by its undersigned attorneys, hereby files this reply to oppositions and comments filed in
response to petitions for reconsideration and clarification with regard to the Commission’s
Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order.!

L THE COMMISSION SHOULD REAFFIRM THAT THE ORDER CONTEMPLATES

THAT DIALING PARITY IS REQUIRED FOR THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE, BUT

BUT DOES SANCTION A STATE’S IMMEDIATE REMOVAL OF LATA
BOUNDARIES

In the Order, the Commission requires that dialing parity be implemented based on LATA
boundaries “given that the Bell Operating Companies’ (BOCs) operations are likely to be shaped

by LATA boundary restrictions for a period of unforeseeable duration” and recognizes that

Me. of Coples rec'dﬁ_z_
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Implementation of the Local Competition Provision of the-Fetecommunications Act-of—
1996, Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 96-333 (August 8,

1996) (the “Order™).
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implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,® may diminish the significance of LATA
boundaries®. As such, the Commission’s intent is clear--LATA boundaries, and not state borders,
are the appropriate basis upon which to condition dialing parity requirements for the foreseeable
future. The Commission should reaffirm that the Order contemplates that dialing parity is
required for the foreseeable future, but does not sanction a states immediate removal of LATA
boundaries altogether.

Notwithstanding the Commission’s clear intent, on November 22, 1996, USWest
Communications, Inc. (USWest), petitioned the Minneapolis Public Service Commission (MPSC)
to consolidate all five LATAs in Minnesota “together to make Minnesota a one LATA state, such
that intral ATA calling and intrastate toll calling become synonymous.” However, the Order
clearly mandates that for the foreseeable future, dialing parity requirements will be based on
LATA boundaries. As a result, no party petitioned the Commission to clarify or reconsider its
decision with respect to this issue.> USWest’s Petition is a blatant attempt to obtain authority
from the State of Minnesota to provide in-region, inter-LATA services without having to meet the

requirements to do so pursuant to the Act. USWest’s transparent attempt to obtain that authority

3The Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996), to be
codified at 47 U.S.C. §151 et. seq. (The “Act”).

*Order, { 5.

US West’s Petition was filed after commencement of this reconsideration proceeding and
was not foreseeable in light of the Commission’s clear and reasoned intent that LATA boundaries
would define the dialing parity requirements for the foreseeable future. As a result, MCI urges
the Commission to consider MCI’s concerns set forth herein as a part of this proceeding to ensure
that the Commission’s pro-competitive policies are implemented. It is also significant to note that
US WEST’s petition was filed at the MPSC notwithstanding the company’s recognition that “the
[Telecommunications] Act assigns authority over modification to LATA boundaries to the
Federal Communications Commission (‘FCC’).” US WEST Petition at p. 4.

2



by distorting the Commission’s dialing parity requirements must not be sanctioned.®

I THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT ARGUMENTS THAT WOULD
DENY THE BENEFITS OF DIALING PARITY TO CONSUMERS THAT

In its reply, Southwestern Bell restates its position that when LATAs cross state
boundaries, dialing parity should be required based upon the state wherein dial tone is provided.’
Southwestern Bell also supports BellSouth’s proposal that dialing parity should not be required in
those LATASs until such time as both states adopt presubscription.® MCI reiterates its contention
that neither of those positions promotes effective local competition, and instead, serves only to
deny the benefits of dialing parity to affected consumers.” Therefore, the Commission should
ensure that both sets of consumers obtain the benefits of the Act’s dialing parity requirement by
clarifying that where LATA boundaries cross state borders, dialing parity is required in either
state, regardless of whether the state has implemented presubscription. Delay of the dialing parity

requirements until both states implement presubscription unfairly denies the benefits of

SIndeed, in its Petition, US West misstates the Order’s language regarding the LATA
boundary issue. The Order recognizes that there may be a point in the future when it could be in
the public interest for a state to require dialing parity based on its own state borders rather than on
LATA boundaries. While ignoring the clearly limited implications of that language, USWest
states unequivocally that the Commission has “specifically delegated its power to modify LATA
boundaries to the states.” USWest Petition at p. 6. That statement is mischaracterizes the Order.
Instead, the context in which LATA boundaries are raised in the Order has nothing to do with a
state’s ability to modify those boundaries, and everything to do with some foreseeable date when
it may be in the public interest to base dialing parity requirements on state borders rather than

LATA boundaries.
"Southwestern Bell Reply at p. 2.
3See BellSouth Petition at p. 6.

’See MCI Opposition and Comments at p. 5.
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presubscription to consumers in the state that has implemented presubscription. Requiring dialing
parity only in the state where dial tone is provided, and not in the adjacent state, unnecessary
delays the benefits of presubscription to consumers in one state, while their neighbors enjoy those
same benefits. In the end, requiring dialing parity in both states where LATAs cross state borders
will ensure greater benefits to the largest number of consumers.

. THE COMMISSION MUST REJECT ALL EFFORTS TO NARROW THE

REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING NON-DISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE AND QOPERATOR SERVICES

Non-discriminatory access to directory assistance (DA) and operator services (OS) are
essential components of basic telephone service. Seven billion DA calls are made in the Unites
States each year. In order to effectively compete in local markets, new entrants must be able to
provide DA and OS functionalities that are comparable in quality to those provided by incumbent
local exchange carriers (ILECs)."* Moreover, the customers of new entrants must be able to
access DA and OS functionalities using the same dialing string as ILEC customers with no
unreasonable dialing delays. In the end, consumers will be the winners since they will have
competitive options for those services.

Several reply commenters make the unsubstantiated argument that the Order does not
require the exﬁhange of DA and OS data."' Due to the critical nature of this requirement, MCI
strongly urges the Commission not to entertain this baseless position. As MCI has previously

stated, DA data must be provided, and must incorporate listings supplied by competitors with the

“Order, 1 141.

See, e.g., USTA Reply at pp.12-14; Ameritech Comments at pp. 13-16.
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same level of accuracy and in the same time frame as the competitors would have provided its
own customers.'? To that end, DA data provided to new entrants by ILECs must, without
exception, include all DA listings to which the ILEC operator has access, should be updated daily,
and should include access to independent company data to which ILECs have access."

Further, it is crucial that the Commission reemphasize its conclusion that new entrants
must obtain this information in order to populate their own DA databases in order to effectively
compete against [LECs for the provision of these services. Without DA listings in readily
accessible format, new entrants will be ill-equipped to compete against ILECs because new
entrants’ customers would have only limited access to information, while ILEC customers have a
full complement of information at their disposal.!* If an ILEC does not provide new entrants with
the data, and instead provides read-only access to a database that is not under the new entrant’s

control, new entrants will incur additional costs to input the data, and will not have control over

2MCI Opposition and Comments at p. 6.

“The Commission clarifies that “title to unbundled network elements will not shift to
requesting carriers” as a result of these requirements. Implementation of the Local Competition
Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Interconnection
between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket
No. 95-185, First Report and Order, FCC 96-235 (August 8, 1996), (“First Report and Order”),
1268 n. 573. Thus, any arguments that the Commission’s requirement interferes with property
rights is specious. The importance of requiring that databases include access to independent
company data has been recognized by at least two states. See, e.g., Hawaii Admin. Rules
§ 6-80-63(e) (May 17, 1996) (attached as Exhibit 2) (“[a]ll telecommunications carriers, including
the incumbent carrier, shall provide customer list information gathered in their capacity as
providers of telecommunications service on a timely and unbundled basis, under
nondiscriminatory and reasonable rates, terms, and conditions, to any telecommunications carrier

or person upon request for the purpose of providing directory assistance or publishing telephone
directories in any format™).

“Order, § 141.



service quality and dialing delays. Such a result is clearly contrary to the Order and the Act."
USTA’s argument that the Act and Order require read-only access is without merit."®

Section 251(a)(3) of the Act requires ILECs to provide “. . . new entrants with non-discriminatory

access to telephone numbers, operator services, directory assistance, and directory listings, with

no unreasonable dialing delays,”"’

as well as to “non-discriminatory access to unbundled network
elements.”*® The Act defines “network element” to include “subscriber numbers, databases,
signalling systems, and information sufficient for billing and collection or used in the transmission,
routing, or other provision of a telecommunications services.”"’

The Order expressly indicates that “non-discriminatory access to directory assistance and
directory listings” means that the customers of all telecommunications service providers should be
able to access each LEC’s directory assistance service and obtain a directory listing on a non-
discriminatory basis.”?® The Order not only sanctions, but requires precisely the type of access to

DA databases that MCI advocates. Specifically, the Commission expressly requires that [LECs

must share DA data with competitive carriers in “readily accessible” tape or electronic formats in

BSee id.
1“See USTA Response at p. 14.
47 U.S.C. § 251()(3).
847 U.S.C. § 251()3).
947 U.S.C. § 3(a)(2)(45).

“Based upon the Act’s requirement, the Commission concludes that “the term
“nondiscriminatory access” means that a LEC that provides telephone numbers, operator services,
directory assistance, and/or directory listings ("providing LEC") must permit competing providers

to have access to those services that is at least equal in quality to the access that the LEC provides
to itself.” Order §102.
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a timely fashion upon request.! This ensures that no LEC, either inadvertently or intentionally,
provides subscriber listings in formats that would require the receiving carrier to expend
significant resources for data entry.?? In this regard, the Commission pointed out that ILECs have
a duty to provide even “more robust” access to these databases as unbundled network elements.”
This necessarily includes access to information that will allow new entrants to tell a caller that a
subscriber’s telephone number is unlisted.

Both Congress and the FCC, as noted above, explicitly recognized the importance of
nondiscriminatory access to DA and OS functionalities. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii) of the Act
requires BOCs, as a condition for entering the in-region long distance market, to provide non-

discriminatory access to:

(I)  directory assistance services to allow the other carrier’s customers
to obtain numbers; and

()  operator call completion services.”
To meet the requirements of the Act and the Order, ILECs must give new entrants the
option to resell the ILEC's DA and OS services or to purchase relevant unbundled elements.
Importantly, this information is readily exchanged by service providers today. In fact, some

ILECs have made their DA network elements available to other companies at several levels of

- YThe Commission stated that section 251 (b)(3) “requires LECs to share subscriber listing
information with their competitors, in “readily accessible” tape or electronic formats, and that
such data be provided in a timely fashion upon request.” Order, ] 102, 103.

20rder, 1 141.
2Order, 1 143.
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unbundling. Moreover, it is common practice for existing companies to exchange data by
magnetic tape or electronic format to accomplish dialing parity goals.® Because the ILECs have
demonstrated the technical feasibility of providing access to DA and OS databases, these
databases should be available to all new entrants.”’

Thus, the DA database should be forwarded to new entrants electronically, since ILECs
already exchange DA data in that fashion. Updates should be provided on a daily basis. Of
course, MCI agrees that it, and all other new entrants, must provide the same DA information,
and provide the same timely updates, to other carriers as the ILEC provides. All customers
benefit from DA services based on a complete and accurate database since each carrier has the
same responsibility for maintaining up-to-date information on subscribers. However, because this
obligation should be mutual, carriers should not be allowed to charge for providing those updates.

There is one additional area of concern regarding the proprietary nature of DA and OS
databases that the Commission must address. The DA databases for the large ILECs currently
include data for the subscribers of many small independent telephone companies located adjacent
to the large ILECs who have chosen to have the large ILEC perform the DA function for them.

Some parties have taken the position that such information cannot be made available because
| ILECs cannot “license” software obtained from third parties. Specifically, USTA and

Southwestern Bell argue that they should not have to make that data available, even subject to all

*See, e.g., RE GTE California, Inc., Decision 89-03-051, 31CPUC2d 370, 378 (Cal.
PUC, March 22, 1989) (attached as Exhibit 3) (“[t]he key circumstance that has permitted this
competition to break out is the sharing of local DA databases by [GTE] and [Pacific Bell] for the
primary purpose of offering a seamless 411 service on a local basis. Of course, [Pacific Bell] has
been using the joint database to provide interexchange DA service for some years now”).

T0Order, 1 144.



necessary protections.”® MCI contends that one method of protecting the integrity of that data is
to require that the subscriber's telephone company be identified and that anyone gaining access to
the subscriber information get prior approval of the telephone company for any use of that data.?’
As the First Report and Order recognizes, requesting carriers do not receive title to unbundled
elements simply by obtaining access to the element.*® Therefore, ILECs would not be “licensing” -
the information the new entrant. In any event, there is nothing in the Order that permits and ILEC
to refrain from providing the third party information.

Rules are needed to implement the Act's requirements for nondiscriminatory access to
operator services functionalities. Today, intraLATA operator calls -- both "O minus" calls where
the caller only dials the "O", and "O plus" calls where the caller dials "O" plus a telephone number
-- are automatically routed to the ILEC. When a new entrant’s customer -- whether served by the
new entrant’s loops, by unbundled ILEC loops, or by a new entrant’s resale of a ILEC’s service --
dials "O", the ILEC should be required to send that call to the new entrant’s MCI platform and to
the new entrant’s operator for handling.

| Finally, in order to minimize customer confusion and ILEC gamesmanship, MCI reiterates

its position with respect to the branding of DA and OS services. The customers of new entrants

#See, USTA Consolidated Response at p. 12 and SBC Petition for Reconsideration. at p.
11-14.

#"Competitors who access such LEC databases will be held to the same standards as the
database owner, in terms of the types of information they can legally release to directory
assistance callers. The LEC that owns the database can take the necessary safeguards to protect
the integrity of its database and any proprietary information, or carriers can agree that such
databases will be administered by a third party.” Order, §144.

%See, First Report and Order, ] 268, n 273.
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that obtain DA and OS services from new entrants via an ILEC's DA or OS platform must be

provided in conjunction with the new entrant’s brand name. The Order specifically directs ILECs

to provide branding as part of their wholesale DA/OS offerings to other carriers.*
WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Commission should deny certain petitions

for reconsideration and clarification and grant others as discussed above and in other pleadings

filed by MCI in this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,

WUNICATIONS RPORATION

Donna M. Roberts

Lisa B. Smith

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 887-2017
Dated: December 4, 1996 Its Attorneys

“Brand identification is critical to reseller attempts to compete with incumbent LECs and
will minimize customer confusion....We therefore conclude that where operator, call completion,
or directory assistance service is part of the service or service package an incumbent LEC offers

for resale, failure by an incumbent LEC to comply with reseller branding requests presumptively
constitutes an unreasonable restriction on resale.” Order, | 971.
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BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Joul Jacobs : Chair
Marshait Johnson Commissioner
Dee Knaak Commissioner
Mac McCollar Commissioner
Don Storm Commissioner
in the Matter of the Petition of Docket No.
U S WEST Coawnunications, Inc.,
to Redefine LATA Boundaries in

the State of Minnesota

BEVITION

U S WEST Communications, Inc. (hereafter “USWC") hereby petitions th

Minnesola Public Ulililies Commission to redefine LATA boundaries in the State
Minnesota. In support of its Petition, USWC states as follows:

1. USWC is a corporation organized under the laws of the State
Colorado. The mailing address of USWC is: U S WEST Communications, Inc., Ro
390, 200 South Fifth Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402, Its Chief Executive Offi

for Minnesota is James D. Smiley.

2 USWC Is reguisied as a telephone company pursuant to the statutes o

the State of Minnesota, Minn. Stat, Ch. 237. Pursuant thereto, It Is authorized
provide local and intralLATA message teiecommunications service within the State

Minnesocla. USWC operates a landiine network for the provision of switched sn

dedicated local sorvice and INtralLATA telscommunications, and for the provision o

switched and special access services o cariers throughout its srea of operations i

the State of Minnesota.

EXHIBIT 1

. @oo02
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3. in 1984, the Amarican Telephone and Telegraph Company (“ATET)
divosted itself of the saven Regional Bell Operating Compenies (“RBOC") pursuant to
the Modification ot Final Judgment ("MFJ), United Ststes v. American Tel. and Tel.
Co.. 552 F.Supp. 131 (D.D.C. 1962), gifd sub. nom. Marviand v, United Stptes, 460
U.S. 1001 (1983). USWC is one of the seven RBOCo.

4, The MFJ created Local Accass and Transport Araas (‘LATAs”) to define
the aress within which sach RBOC wes permitted to operate. The MFJ permitted
RBOCs to provide intralLATA but nol interLATA service. Within the LATAs, the RBOC;~
ratained the right to carry "1+ ocal iong distance traffic, and the states had suthority to
address competition in the intral ATA markets. A map depicting the LATA boundarie )
in Minnesola is attached as Exhibil 1.

S, By orders of tha Minnescta Public Wtilitles Commission (“Commission”) in

444, 421, 433I/NA-B4-212 ("Rocket 212°), and In the Matter of 8 Summery |nvestigation”
into _Intral ATA_ Yol satlon j i '

{‘Docket $82°), the Commission determined thet compstition In intrastate iong dintance o8
was in the public interest,
S. in Docket 212, the Commission stated:

Local sccess and transpont areas (LATA) were created by the MEJ
for purposes of carrying out the ATET divestiture, They were established
in the MFJ order and became sffective Junuary 1, 1884. As such, tw
LATA bounderies are largely srtifices which sre necessary or convenient
to carrying out the divestitrs. Thelr principle consequence is to
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gelineate the wvas within which the regional Bell operating companies
(RBOCS) may provide telephone service.

Docket 212 Order at p. 11. The Commission went on to conclude that competition lﬁ'
the intral ATA markel was in the public interest, and entered an order prohibiling the_
interexchange carriers from implementing rates or tariffy that deaverage toll rates on;
the basis of geographic lccation.

7.  In Docket 582, the Commission ordered USWC 10 serve as the exclusive
Designated Carrier, which made USWC the primary toll carrier within the LATAS.;
Docket 582 Order at pp, 11-18. The Commission siso concluded that "intral ATA squ
access presubscriplion is required for effactive competition,” Docket 382 Order at p. ;
42,

8. USWC and other LECs have implementad squal access presubscription

throughout Minnesota. in in the Matter of an Inveptigation Into Iniral ATA Equal Accesy
and Pregybseription, Docket No. P-398/CI-87897 ("Dockei 897°), the Commission:
ordered implementstion of intralATA 1+ throughout the State of Minnesota ty February

16, 1996. In its Order of July 21, 1998, the Commission reiterated its policy where it
"has consistently encouraged IXCs to expand their service areas so that Minnewti.-
customers may hsve @ grester choice of carriers.” |g, at p. 11. In Docket 837, the:
Commission required ail local exchange carriers tu provide iniraLATA equal aceess,’
which makes 1+ toll disling svallable to ai cenificated INtreLATA aarriers, including_
ATAT, MC| and Sprint. .

0. Sincs February 16, 1998, the intralATA toll market has been fully;
competitive. In addition to ATST, MCI and Sprint, approximately 175 other comparniet
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also have aulhorily to provide intralATA toll service in Minnesots. Although the
Commission has certificated and recognized the abillty of MCJ, Sprint. AT&T end
numerous other interexchange carriers to offer intralATA (ol on an equal accass basis
using 1+ toll dialing, It did not thereby extend asuthority lo USWC to compete in the
inlrLATA market with ihose interexchange carriers.

10. On Februsry 8, 1996 Prusident Clinton signed Into law the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stal. 58, (1998 Act") which
amends the Communieations Act of 1934 Section 801 of the Act terminates the MF.J
and makes conduct or activily lo which the MFJ formerly appiled subjeet to the
Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.5.C. § 601(a)(1). Section 3 of the 1996 Acl adds
{he following definition of a LATA;

(43) LOCAL ACCESS AND TRANSPORT AREA.—The lerm “lucal
access &nd transport area’ or ‘LATA’ means a contiguous geographic
8roe--

{A) established bulore the date of enectment of the

Telecommunications Act of 1986 by a Sel! operating company such

that no exchange aea includes points within more than 1

metropolitan statislical sres, consolldaled nwtropolitan stafistical

ares, or State, excopt as oxpressly permitted under the ATAT

Consent Decree; or

(8) established or modified by s Bell operating company
sfter such date of enactmeni and approved by the Commission.

47 U.S.C. § 183(43) (emphasis added). Thus, the Act assigns authority over
mogifications 1@ LATA boundaries to the Federal Communications Commission

('rce).
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11. On August 8, 1998, the FCC issued two orders implementing sections

251 and 252 of the Act. | the Maligr_gf Implemeniation of the Local Compatition
Proyigions in the Telscommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-88 (“Eirst Report
@y Order") FCC 98-325 (August 8, 1986); and
Lol Comptition Provisiuns of the Telecommunicationy Act gf 1996, CC Docket No.
96-98 ("Second Report gnd Order’) the FCC-96-333 (August 8, 1996) sddresaes the
dialing parity provision contained in section 251(0)}3) of (he Acl. Naither of those

Orders impaci the continuing sfficacy of this Commission’s prior action in Docket 697.

12. The FCC's Second Report snd Oider recognized that to fully implement
(he pro-compelitive thrust of the 1995 Act, stale commissions should remain free (o

adjust artilicial LATA limltations to permit incumbent local exchange companies,

including RBOCSs, to compets fully in the intrastate roll market. Paragraph 5 of the

Second Report and Orger provides as follows:;

S, With respect to toll service, we further find that sesction
231(b)(3) requires, at a minimum, that customers be entitied to choose
different presubscribed, or preselected, carriers for both their intralLATA
ond inlerLATA (ol calls. In states, like Alaska and Hawsii, that have no
LATAs, customsrs must be able 0 choose dilferent presubscribed
carriers for both their intrastale and interstate toll calls. Based on this
finding, we adopt a rule requiring all LECS to impiement intral ATA and
interLATA toll dialing parity, using the “full 2-PIC* presubscription method.
The toll parity requirement we adopl is Jefined by LATA boundaries given
that the Bell Operating Companies’ (BOCs') opersations are likely to be
shaped by LATA boundary restrictions for a period of unforessoable
duretion. Given that impiementation of the 1998 Act over time may
damimsh the uugnlﬂunce of LATA boundaries, hmvor. we permit stptes

il § : U . R - Lt

"To itustrate, It the presubscription requirement were besed on
LATA boundaries, 3 customer would be entitied to choose » primary

@oos
8

ko
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carrier for el intralLATA (oll calls and @ separate, or the same, primary
carrier for all interLATA toli calls. If the presubscription requirement were
based on stete boundaries, a customer would be entitied to chooss @
primary carrier for 3l intrastate tolf calis and 3 sepurate, or the same,
primary carrier for ail Interstate toll calis.

(Emphasis added,) Thus, the FCC has specifically delegeated its power to modify LAT,
boundarles {o the slales, who may redefine (ATAs to be co-extensive with sta
boundaries. |

13 USWC requests that the Commission exercise its suthority to redefine the
1oll dialing parily 1equirement by entering an Order sxpeditiously adjusting the LATA
boundarios in Minnesota. Specifically,. USWC requesis thal the Commission
consolidate all the LATAS in Minnesota together to make Minm#ota @ one LATA state,
such that intraLATA calling and intrustate toll calling become synonymous.

14.  Consolidaling the LATAs within the Stale will be piucompetitive because
it will pennil USWC to expend its toll service area within the State of Minnesola 10
compate in 8 broader geographic area. It will also enable USWC te deploy certain 4
servicas more quickly and cost eflectively. For exmmpie, some applications such as |
telemedicine, distance lesrning and intemet access can be provided by USWC, out
raquire instaliation of equipment in all five LATAs rather than in a central localion.
Redsfining the LATAs will ensble USWC to provide such services with common _
equipmont and therefore lower costs. Adding compelitors and marketing altsmatives
for products and sarvices is pro-compstitive and matches not only the intent of the

198G Act, but also this Commission’'s statement of its policy in the dodkets described
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sbove to increase compstition and the number of choices availsble to Minneseta
customers.

15. Consolidating the LATAs will also foste: the procompetitive policies of the
Acl and uﬁs Commission by reducing anticompetitive pricing practices of certain
interexchange carrlers that have maintained different rate schedules for intralLATA toll
calling than for intrestate interLATA toll calliing. Interexchange carriers that maintain
separste rate schedules for thees lypes of calls charge different rates to customars for
toll calls made at the same time, of the same durslion and the same mileage, based
solely on whelher the call cussey 8 LATA boundary within the State. For exemple,
ATAT ran a promation from August 7, 1996 through October 15, 199¢ that provided
different rates for interLATA and intralLATA cails, including direct disled calls. A copy
of the tariff page for lhis promotion is ulleched ss Exiiibit 2. Similarly, Sprint's tariff for
its "Sprint Sense Services™ maintains higher per minute rales for InterLATA calls than
for iIntralLATA calls. A cupy of the Sprint tariff page is attached as Exhibit 3. Under
these rate schedules, AT&T snd Sprint would cherge lower rates to a customer living in
Ruchester who makes s call to Mankelo than they woukd charge the same customer for
e call to Mimupblis. even though the calls mre of identical distance, time, and
duration. The only dilference Is that the Rochester-Mankato call is an intral ATA cali,
while the Rochesior-Minneapolis call is an intrastate, inter ATA call. USWC believes
thal the lawer intralATA rates reflect the heightened competition that USWC brings to
the intralLATA market, and that consolidating the LATAs within the state will increase

competition for AT&T, Sprint and olher interexchange carrisrs throughout the State,
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thereby benefiting consumers by providing lower pricad altomativas for the provisien
intrastate toll services.

18. Consolidating the LATAs will serve the public interest by improvi
consumaers' understanding of the long distance oplions available to them. Con
generally do nat understand erlificial distinclions based upun LATA bouqdurhs 8
have difficulty understanding tha differences between interLATA and intralATA calls.
The Commission will benefit consumers by making their choioe of toll carriers .
easier to understand. (n addition, this heightened awareness by consumers sbout the,
long distance oplions available W them will improve their ability to meake Intormal
eomparisons among the offerings of competing intersxchange carriers, thereby
increasing the level of cuinpetition in the market.

17. Granting this Pelition will provide symmetry and remove the antl-’
competitive effects of permitling major multi-national, multi-billion doliar corporations
from providing both intralATA and intrastate services, for which they make no‘.--
meaningful distinction, while preciuding USWC from offering other than intralATA
telecommunications. Such competitive symmetry and parily is necessary to provide
competitively neutrsl and non-discriminatory reguiation.

18. USWC has established and demonstiraled managerial and ﬂnmcla[
cupubliity, as well as sufficient fucilities, to pruvide intralLATA toll services throughout _
Minnesotu on 8 single LATA basis. USWC estimales that it eould begin proviging such

intral ATA service within 90 days after a Commission Order consolidating the LATAS.
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19.  UBWC beiieves that this Petition invaives enly legal and policy issues)

and that it does not involve material issues of disputed fact. USWC requests that th
Comimission set this Petition on for an expudiied pruceeding under Min. Rules
7829.1200. If the Commission promptly solicils comments from interested parties,
can and should act on this Petition within the next 45 days,

WHEREFORE, USWC requests thet the Commission enter an Order grantin
the Pelition and redefining the LATA boundaries In Minnesota so that Minneeo
canstilules one LATA ihat is co-extensive with the bordars of the Stale uf Minnesola.

Daled thiseed _ duy of November, 1996,

% G. Seykora i
Senior Attorney
Room 385, 200 South Fifth Street

Minneapolis, MN 58402
(612) 8728980

Thomas G. Londgren

Director, Regulatory Public Policy
Room 380, 200 South Finh Street
Minneapolis, Minnesota 35402
{812) 68349603

@oi10
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ATAT SIMPLIFIED CALLING PLAN PROMOTION NO, 10

Baginning August 7, 1998 and ending October 15, 1996, ATET will offer the following promotion 1o
residontial Customers who: 1. sre potential ATET Customers who convert 1o ATAT as their primary of
mmmcumrMmm-mu,uzm&?ﬂmmmme - j
ATAT as their primary intgrexchengs camier and verbelly confinm thal ansther interexchinge canier
has offered an incantive (o the Customer o designate that carer as their presubscribed R
imerexchange carrier.

Customers will recsive 50% 0ff the rules Usted below for the first six menthly bliling periods alter
snroffing in this promotion. At the end of the six bitiing pertods, the Customar will bs sutomatically
enrolied in the ATAT Simplifisd Calling Plan No. 5.

Eliginie calls for Whis prometion are Dial Sution, ATAT CHDAS Calling Card calls, Operalor Siation, =
Person-lo-Person and Directory Assistance calis. Service Charges and Operator Surcharges are :

sxcduded from the discourt,
INTERLATA
' PeskRete  OfiPsskRaie  Servies  Disied
Per Minute Pur Mingte Chamge
Direct Dlaied 029 $0.13 None
Cuntemer Oialed Calling Card 90,33  $0.29 $0.80 None
Operator Disled Calling Card 30.33 0.21 8220
Operator Station $0.33 0.2 $320
Porgon-10-Persan $0.33 021 $4.50
Directory Assisiance None Nene 30.85 None
INTRALATA
Dirwez Dialed §0.1742  $0.1000 None None
Customer Disted Calling Card  $0.2000 $0.9200 $0.00 None
Operaior Disted Caliing Cang $0.2000 $0.1200 22 None
Operstor Station $0.2000 30,1200 3220 $1.00
Persondo-Person $0.2000 $0.1200 $4.50 $1.00

Directory Assistance None None 8085 Nane

This grumotion I3 svailable only where biling capebiities pert, sng I3 an 8dd on 10 the itoratate 3.
;ﬂ_’aormsamam.mmmwanwmmammannrmr.c.c Ne.

Exhibit 2 1
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TELBCOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES TARIFF

¢  Sprint Ssms Sorvions m
1 Spriot Sows M
! Sncng Sepe Digl |
Calls ase billad in see-minuts inswenaits. Frectional calls arc rounded up to the
Bext minuts,
1
lal ATA 0
Peak 3.2500
Off-Penk $.1500
2. Il ATA
' Tho tollowing mas spply to direct disked incralL ATA calling. on
Peak $.1500
OE'M ’.lm

(M) Sprint Sense Opurutor Servios moved to 2nd Page £0.1.

[SSUED: Sprint EFPECTIVE:
10-32.9¢ . Sute Terifls 10-25-%
9360 Werd Paricway ’
Kancas Clty, Misssuri 64114-3006




§6-80-63

§6-80-62 . i1j
(a) When and where number portability is deployed,
every customer, upon reguest, is entitled to number
portability.

(b) As between carriers, the carrier receiving a
new customer who desires to retain the customer’s
telephone number shall bear the costs associated with
number portability. ([Eff ] (Auth: HRS

§§269-6, 269-34 to 43) (Imp: HRS §§269-34 to 43,
47 U.S.C. §251)

§6-80-63 Directory assistance and directory
publication, (a) On the effective date of this
chapter and until ordered otherwise by the commission,
the incumbent telecommunications carrier shall, for
the entire State and for all telecommunications
providers doing business in the State:

(1) Administer and maintain a central file of
customer list information for purposes of
directory listing and directory assistance;

(2) Provide directory assistance services; and

(3) Publish and distribute to customers of all
telecommunications carriers the local white
and yellow page telephone directories at no
charge to the customers.

(b) Every non-incumbent telecommunications
carrier shall provide the incumbent carrier with
customer list information of its customers to be
included in the central customer list information file
and shall promptly notify the incumbent carrier of any
additions, changes, or modifications to its list
information. The incumbent carrier shall promptly
update the central file upon the receipt of any such
additions, changes, or modifications.

(c) For purposes of subsection (a), the
incumbent carrier may establish and file with the
commission cost-based tariffs to be charged all
telecommunications carriers, including the incumbent
carrier, for listing in and maintenance of the central
customer list information file, providing directory

80-43

EXHIBIT 2



§6-80-63

assistance service, and publishing and distributing
the telephone directories.

(d) The incumbent telecommunications carrier
shall make listings in the yellow pages available to
customers of non-incumbent telecommunications carriers
at the same rates and on the same terms and conditions
as those offered to the incumbent carrier’s own
customers.

(e) This section does not preclude a
non-incumbent telecommunications carrier or any other
person from providing directory assistance or from
publishing and distributing its own telephone
directory; provided that any customer agreements with
respect to privacy, including personally identifiable
customer information, are respected and adhered to by
all persons. All -telecommunications carriers,:
including the incumbent carrisr, shall provide
customer list information gaghsraed in theirBapacity
as providers of telecommunications service on.a timely
and unbundled basis, under nondiscriminatory and.
reasonable rates, terms, -and conditions, to any
telecommunications carrier or person upon request for
the purpose of.providing directory assistance or
publishing telephone directories in any format.

(f) As appropriate, telecommunications carriers
providing customer list information shall indicate
whether a particular listing is only for directory
listing or only for directory assistance.

(Eff ] (Auth: HRS §§269-6, 269-34 to
43) (Imp: HRS 55269 34 to 43, 47 U.S.C. §222)

§6-80-64 Directories. (a) A telephone
directory must:
(1) Be designed and directory listings must be
arranged so that customer numbers can be
obtained readily;

(2) Not list non-listed or non-published
telephone numbers;

(3) State on the front cover the name of the
telecommunications carrier issuing the

80-44



CALIFORNIA PUC
1989 DECISION

GTE/PAC BELL DATA SHARING

See Pages 380 and 382

EXHIBIT 3



