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not release such I'Iformation pubWcty for1en calendar d3'fS. in order to allow the responding

party time to pursue any legal remedies that it may have.

Sto,.~ at tit. CommJuJan
. Confidential Information. induding thet portion of testimony containing

references thereto. it Ned wtth the CornmlHJon•..,all dearly~ ,Abele<:! .. Confidential and

tiled under seaJ, and shall be segregated in the files of the CommlNJon, and lha. be

withheld from~ion by any person. not bound by the terms afthls ProtectIve Order.

unlels such COnfidential Information is released from the mtridion' of this Order either

through agreement of the Parties. as I resutt of an Open Records Decision by the Attorney

Genera~ ot, after notice to the parties_nd hearing, pursuant to the order of the Arbitrator,

the Commission, or a court ~ing j1.UisdlctSon.

Good Faith Use of II.twIaI

To the extent that IUch .fforts will not damage I party'; pl'Mentation of ttl -

position in these proceedingl. each part( than use b best e1forts to phrase deposition and

other discoveryqu~. premed tettimony, quettJons asked on Uw examination t:I a

witness. briefs. ether pleadings and oral argument In 8 wtrf which ......11 elmlnate or minimize

the need for documents In the record to be under teal. Arty party Intendl~ to refer to

Confidential Information during. hearing In _ Proceeding ahal. as soon as possible.

pro'tide advance notice of thill to the parties, Ind the AW, Identifying wtth partJcularity the

ConfidentiallnfonnatlonIn~. The party aaaerting confidentiality bears the burden

of proving that the alleged Confidential materlallhould be ~mitted under seal.

If it ~ccmes neeeuary, or 8t th4I requat of I P~. the AU may on:t.r

additional guidelines addreuing the procedures and standardt far admiaeibility of.I~

Conndentlal matertaJ8.

An person. who may be entJtSed to receive. or who are afforded access to,

any Confidential Information by reason of this Protective Order 'hall neither use nor



-_ _ .

disclose the Conftdential Informltlon for any pUrpQI8 o1her thin prwp.~tlon for and

conduct of the Proceeding in which the i1formatbn was furnished before this Com~ssion

or at"t'f resuling prooNdingt before any judicial tribunal. AlllUCh fMrlona lhall ule their

belt e1forta to keep t1e Confldentiallnformatlon MCU'" in accordance with the pu~s

and in1ent of this Prot.edive Order. To this end, persons having custody 01 any Confidential

Information ahall keep the documents property aeeured durin; all tim~ when the

dOalmonta are not being nivi~ by. person authorized to do 10.

Upon ina completion of Commiaion pJ'OCHdlngt to review the arbitration

agreement pursuant to FTAge § 252 and any appeals thereof, Con1kSentiallnformation

received by the pcwtiea and all ccples thereofan" efthor be ret\Jmed to the producing party

or destroyed. at the option of the produCing party. abMnt a oontrlry order of the

Ccmmiasion ()( ~reement of the parties. Arty notes or wo~ product prepared by the

nte8M'2g party which were derived In whole or In part from the Confld,ntt., Information

shall be destroyed at that time. Material ftJed with theC~n wil remain under seal ­

at the Commillion and Wll continue to be treated IS Confidential Information under thi&

subchapter. The Commission may destroy Con1'ldentiallnfotmatlon in acoordance wtth Its

records retention standards.

Other Righa P,....rved

This Protective Order shall in no~ con6titute any waiver of the righta of

any party to eonteat any uaertion of conftdentiallty or to Ippulanyft~ that spdc

information is Confldentiallnformation or should be subject to the protedtve requirement

of this Order. The designation of any infonnaticn 8S ConftdentiaJ Information rNIy be .

.chat1enged to the "U. the Commiuion. CC' • court haYir.g jUrildic:tian fer a determination,

after I'8view. u to Whether said materilliahauid be so classified. Nothing in this P,otective

Order shall be deemed to prevent the CommisSion from railing on his or lis own motion

the correctneu of designating nformation .s Confidential Information. Nothing In th18

Prctedive Order, or ""y on:fer ofhC~onadopting this ProtectNe Order, ahalt be

constNed as an order by the Mltratar or the Con-.mls&lon tNt the materiaJe exchanged
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under this Protective Order afe In tact entitled to Confidential treatment. Nothing in this

ProtectiYe Order shaft be construed as requiring any party to produce any Information that

would o1herwise be exempt from discovery as I matter of laW (e.g" attomey-dientp~e

or attorney wof1(-product materials), nOf aa attering the procedures set forth In 16 Tex.

Admin. Code § 22. 144(d)(2) for asserting any objectiom1c discovery basad on B claim of

p riYt Iesle or exemption.

The parties .Pfectld by the ten'M of thlt ProtaetJw Order further retain the

right to questkln, chalenge and Object to the admi&ilbHlty of any and an deta, information,

ltud/es and oth« matters fumillwd under 1he terma of h ProteetJve Order In mponse

to requests fer inonna1ion 0( other model ofdi~ry, and the right to ~xamlne on

any applicable grounds.

Thil Protective Order may be superseded by In order of the AW. the

Commission, or I court of competent jurisdiction after due notica and an opportunity for ­

comment by affected parties. 1111et or subtitles In this Order are informational only ancl Ire

not intended to affect tn. textual provisions.

SIGNED AT AUSTlN, TEXAS the ,,~d.y of November, 11M.

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS

~~.~ ...J
KA~NS. HAMILTON
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
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CURTIS, OETTING, HEINZ, GARRETT & SOULE, P. C.
A;T()R~E':'S AT ~A\"I

CARL J. LUMLEY

130 SOUTH 8EMISTON. SUITE 200

ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 6310S

(314) 725-8788

FACSIMILE (314) 725 - 8789

March 11, 1997

Cecil Wright, Executive Secretary
Missouri Public Service Commission
Truman State Office Building, 5th Floor
301 West High Street
Jefferson City, Missouri 6510 1-1 517

Case No. TO-97-40, et al.

Dear Mr. Wright:

Via Fax: 573-526-7341
and Federal Express

Enclosed for filing with the Commission you will find MCl's Request for Oral Argument. We
are faxing..you one copy ofthis letter and the Request, and sending the original and fifteen (15) copies
by feder~ express for delivery tomorrow morning. The extra copy is for file-stamping and return in
a prepaid envelope.

Please bring this Request for Oral Argument to the immediate attention of the Commission,
in that MCl is seeking oral argument before March 21, 1997.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

CJL:dn
cc: Parties of record (by fax)



BEFORE THE Pl.JBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of AT&T Communications of the )
Southwest, Inc. 's Petition for Arbitration Pursuant )
to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications )
Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection )
Agreement with Southwestern Bell Telephone )
Company. )

Petition ofMCI Telecommunications Corporation )
and its Affiliates, Including MCImetro Access )
Transmission Services, Inc., for Arbitration )
and Mediation Under the Federal )
Telecommunications Act of 1996 of Unresolved )
Interconnection Issues with Southwestern )
Bell Telephone Company. )

Case No. TO-97-40

Case No. TO-96-67

Mel's REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

Come now MCl Telecommunications Corporation and MClmetro Access Transmission

Services, Inc (herein "MCI") and for their Request for Oral Argument state to the Commission:

( MCl's Joint Application for Rehearing, filed on or about February 3, 1997, remains

pending before the Commission. In part, that pleading requests the Commission to establish a

deadline for submission of interconnection agreement by March 17, 1997. Notwithstanding diligent

negotiation efforts, Mel has not been able and will not be able to reach agreement with Southwestern

Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) on a document to submit which contains alternative language on

disputed issues, much less a final interconnection agreement, by March 17, 1997. At least in part,

MCl believes, this delay is attributable to the absence of a deadline. Section 252(c) of the Act

recognizes the importance of deadlines, requiring state commissions to "provide a schedule for

implementation". MCl continues to seek a deadline and requests an opportunity to present this issue



to the Commission immediateiy by oral argument. Mel currently intends to argue for a deadline of

April 9, 1997.

2. MCI' s Joint Application for Rehearing also raises procedural issues regarding the

permanent price proceedings, and MCl believes oral argument would assist the Commission in

addressing these issues.

3. MCl's Response to SWBT's Request for Imposition of Use Limitations and

Conditions of Tariffed Services, filed on or about February 28, 1997, remains pending before the

Commission. In that pleading MCI requests a procedural schedule for addressing the substantive

issues raised therein. MCI believes oral argument would assist the Commission in establishing such

a schedule.

4. The Commission has not addressed MCl's Application for Clarification filed

December 20, 1996, regarding the procedures to be followed in addressing cost studies submitted by

SWBT aJ the direction of the Commission in the Arbitration Order. Mel believes oral argument

would assist the Commission on this point as well.

S. Overall, MCl believes the Commission and the parties would benefit from an oral

argument discussing all of these pending matters and a prompt order thereafter resolving such

matters, with the ultimate goal being prompt submission of a final interconnection agreement - or as

near thereto as possible - for Commission approval and subsequent resolution of other issues such

as permanent prices and resale restrictions in an orderly and timely manner.

6. Because this is a request to present pending motions to which responses have already

been filed, MCl does not believe other parties are entitled to make any response to this request.

Hence, MCl asks the Commission to set a date for oral argument and give notice to the parties. MCI

2



submits that such date must precede March 2 i, i 997, to make it possioie for the Commission to set

a deadline for submission of an agreement of April 9, 1997.

7. If the Commission wants to allow parties to respond to this request, then MCI asks

that such response time be limited to one day.

8. MCI believes that oral argument could be limited to a total of one hour for all parties,

with additional time being allotted for questions from the bench.

WHEREFORE, Mel requests the Commission to immediately set all pending motions and

requests for oral argument before March 21, 1997. If the Commission wants to entertain responses

to this request, which MCI submits is not required, then MCI requests the Commission to send

immediate notice by fax requiring any response to be filed within one day thereafter.

Respectfully Submitted,

CURTIS, ~E~~ny9,HEINZ,
GAR.RfrTI &;SOtiLE, P.e.

/ I I ,J .

/ /1:"//1' .-
.I / If:" .' /.

,.J .
j~ J

/Car!/,,'L~mley, 11-12869
lI:"eland'13 iCurtis~ #20550

130,S. B{miston, Suite 200
CI~Yton, Missouri 63105
(314) 725-8788
(314) 725-8789 (FAX)

3



Certificate of Service

MC! TELECO~1.1\,1UN!CAT!ONSCORP,

Attorneys for MCI Telecommunications Corporation

\Lt~,- and cO,~e;t t~,~PY
:

CIMCI\\Arbitrat\oralarg,OOl-March II. 1997

of the foregoing was faxed this _-<...J.:,...(__

, to the pef~ons listed on the attached list.

;/"/ /)'1"'/
;1 / ///;-"'/!A,;
{
'-
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Paul G. Lane
Diana J. Harter
Leo Bub
Southwesern Bell Telephone Co.
100 N. Tucker Blvd., Room 630
St. Louis, MO 63101

Paul DeFord
Lathrop & Gage
2345 Grand Blvd.
Kansas City, Missouri 64108-2684

Michaei F. Dandino
Senior Public Counsel
Office ofPublic Counsel
P.O. Box 7800
Jefferson City, MO 65102





CARL -J. LUMLEY

CURTIS, OETTING, HEINZ, GARRETT & SOULE, P. C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

130 SOUTH BEMISTON. SUITE 20Q

ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63105

(314) 725' 8788

FACSIMILE (314) 725·8789

March 28, 1997

Cecil Wright, Executive Secretary
Missouri Public Servic~ Commission
Truman State Office Building, 5th Floor
301 West High Street
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101-1517

Via Federal Express

Re: Case No. TO-97-40, et al.

Dear Mr. Wright:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced matter please find
an original and fifteen (15) copies of MCI's Reply to SWBT's
opposition to Oral Argument. Please file stamp the extra copy and
return to the undersigned. If you have any questions, please
contact us. Thank you.

CJL:dn
Enclosures
cc. SWBT

Public Counsel
AT&T



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE CO.MMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of AT&T Communications of the )
Southwest, Inc.'s Petition for Arbitration Pursuant )
to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications )
Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection )
Agreement with Southwestern Edl Telephone )
Company. )

Petition ofMCI Telecommunications Corporation )
and its Affiliates, Including MClmetro Access )
Transmission Services, Inc., for Arbitration )
and Mediation Under the Federal )
Telecommunications Act of 1996 of Unresolved )
Interconnection Issues with Southwestern )
Bell Telephone Company. )

Case No. TO-97-40

Case No. TO-97-67

Mel'S REPLY TO S\VBT'S OPFOSITION TO ORAL ARGUMENT

Come now MCI Telecommunications Corporation and MClmetro Access Transmission

Services, Inc. (Mcr) and for their Reply to SWBT's opposition to oral argument state to the

Commiss,ion:

1. MCl cannot conduct basic local telecommunications business under its certificate of

authority without an interconnection agreement. SWBT has absolutely no such need for an

interconnection agreement. It is absurd for SWBT to contend that MCl has caused the delay in

reaching an interconnection agreement.

2. A hearing on pe'lding matters would serve several purposes. The Commission could

ask questions. The Commis~ic.n could inform the parties of its perspective on the issues. The parties

could react by providing additional information specifically addressing any Commission concerns.

Hearings are common throughout the courts notwithstanding the submission of written materials.

Communication reduces the possibility of misunderstanding and errors. Most importantly, an oral

argument could position pending issues for essential prompt resolution. Or, as SWBT suggests, if



the Conunission is satisfied it has the information it needs, it could just make a decision now. At this

point, immediate action is critical, with or without an oral argument.

3. Notwithstanding the substantial difference between SWBT' s pleading and the facts,

MCl will not engage in a point-by-point refutation because it would not be germane. The pertinent

facts are that a year after requesting interconnection, and six months after arbitration, and three

months after awc.rd, MCr still does not have an interconnection agreement with SWBT to submit to

the Commission for approval. Instead, SWBT retains all its customers, while MCl continues to wait

to get started in the Missouri local business even though it has been able to sign agreements in other

states with other RBOCs. Moreover, the delay will likely continue, as SWBT has prematurely

demonstrated its intent to attempt to postpon~ by litigation implementation of an interconnection

agreement even after it is signed. The Commission needs to take action to reduce the delay.

4. MCl has had an officer with decision-making authority available to negotiate a

Missouri agreement since the arbitration award. SWBT has made personnel available for about eight
:

days of negotiations. None have had decision-making authority. Several have been unprepared. It

was SWBT that insisted on starting negotiations over again, rather than start at the nearly complete

position to which Texas discussions had already progressed. MCl has immediately revised each

section of the Missouri contract after discussion and supplied the revised sections to SWBT for

review the next day. SWBT has not yet returned many of the sections. Several sections have yet to

be discussed.

5. The Commission decided not to adopt a full agreement in its award. At SWBT's

urging, it directed the parties to negotiate such matters. See Award, Issue 42 Now SWBT faults

MCI for trying to resolve such matters by negotiation. Additionally, SWBT goes so far as to say that

2



it does not have to reach an agreement on these issues and that there is nothing the Commission can

do about it. MCr disagrees. The Commission ordered the parties to negotiate a complete agreement.

While MCl continues to strive towards the goal of a complete agreement, the Commission may

nonetheless ultimately have to address unresolved issues as MCr understands it is currently doing for

AT&T and GTE in Case No. TO-97-63.

6. The goal is a signed agreement. Presumably, once SWBT signs an agreement it wiil

not need any further review before submission to the Commission for approval. rf disputed issues

remain, SWBT will have had an opportunity to review the agreement to identify such disputes.

Moreover, it will be able to conduct further review after submission of any unsigned agreement, as

the Commission will certainly not be able to ,make a decision instantaneously upon filing. The

problem is not lack of time for SWBT to review documents and negotiate, it has had more than

enough already and will have still more. The problem is the absence of a deadline for SWBT to reach

agreement.

WHEREFORE, MCr requests the Commission to:

(1) Set a deadline of April 9, 1997, for submission of a signed interconnection

agreement between MCr and SWBT;

(2) Correct procedural problems regarding the permanent price proceeding;

(3) Set a schedule to address SWBT's Request ft)r Imposition of Use Limitations;

(4) Establish procedures to address cost studies submitted by SWBT after the

Award; and

(5) Grant such other and filrther relief as to the Commission seems meet and

proper.

3



Respectfully Submitted,

lDFl1. -umley, #3').;869
;-

Leland B. Curtis, #20550
130 S. Bemiston, Suite 200
Clayton, Missouri 63105
(314) 725-8788
(314) 725-8789 (FAX)

MCl TELECOMMUNICAnONS CORP.

><
-//1- ;1 .---~', I

/-' ii' 1'-1or' .. __ I

/ ') i, ~ !--~-- \ ;" c..VVV--J
Stephen . Morris, Texas Bar #14501600
701 Brazos, Suite 600
Austin, Texas 78701
(512) 495-6727
(512) 477-3845 (FAX)

Attorneys for MCl Telecommunications Corporation

Certificate of Service

_. ,..

A true and correct copy of the foregoing was mailed this <:><"~ day of
,/·...Llv,,,.,·._ . 19lL., by placing same in the U.S. Mail, postage paid to the persons

listed on the attached list.
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Paul G. Lane
Diana J. Harter
Leo Bub
Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.
100 N. Tucker Blvd., Room 630
St. Louis, MO 63101

Paul DeFord
Lathrop & Gage
2345 Grand Blvd.
Kansas City, Missouri 64108-2684

Michael F. Dandino
Senior Public Counsel
Office of Public Counsel
P.O. Box 7800
Jefferson City, MO 65102
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Petition ofMCI Telecommunications
Corporation and its Affiliates, including MCIMetro Access
Transmission Services, Inc. for Arbitration and Mediation
Under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 of
unresolved interconnection issues with Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company.

In the Matter of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, )
Inc. 's Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(B) of)
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to establish an )
Interconnection Agreement with Southwestern Bell )
Telephone Company. )

)
)
)
)

)

)
)

Case No. TO-97-40

Case No. TO-97-67

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL'S REQUEST TO
SET A PREHEARING CONFERENCE OR STATUS CONFERENCE

COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel ("Public Counsel"), and respectfully

requests the Public Service Commission ("Commission") to set a Prehearing Conference or Status

Conference in each of these arbitrations.

It appears that the telecommunications company parties have reached an impasse in

assembling an interconnection agreement which implements the Commission's arbitration

decision. It does not appear from the documents filed with the Commission that the language,

terms, and conditions for a Missouri interconnection agreement will be a reality in the near future.

There is some serious question whether any progress has been made. Without an interconnection

agreement, competition is indefinitely delayed. If other competitive local exchange company

planned to model their intel'connection agreements based on these agreements, these companies

are frozen out of the market awaiting approval of these interconnection agreements. This delay

does not serve the public interest.



The Commission's arbitration decisions cannot be implemented in absence of an

interconnection agreement which incorporates these decisions. The June, 1997 date for the-
setting of permanent rates.. is rapidly approaching. An acceptable agreement to implement the

rates is no closer today than the first day of the arbitration hearings.

Public Counsel is concerned that this impasse and delay will continue unless the

Commission takes action to resolve the deadlock. For that reason, Public Counsel respectfully

suggests that the Commission issue an order to the telecommunications company parties:

1. to appear to detail the status of the interconnection agreement--
negotiations; and,

2. to offer proposed solutions to overcome specific obstacles to

reaching agreement; and,

3. to submit proposed contract language for each disputed provision to enable

the Commission, if necessary, to select appropriate contract provisions if the

deadlock continues and further arbitration of contract provisions becomes

necessary; and,

4. to provide evidence of due diligence and good faith negotiations;

and,

5. to respond to Commission questions so the Commission can assess

the status and make additional orders as necessary.

Public Counsel is well aware that drafting and refining of such agreements is a difficult

task given the complex technical matters and the scope of the agreement. However, this task
I .

2



must be done and must be done as soon as possible, notwithstanding the conflict caused by_ the

parties' economic interests and competitive positions.

The public interest requires resolution of this stand-off as soon as possible. For that

reason, Public Counsel asks the Commission to set a prehearing or status conference and direct------------
the parties to attend and address the areas of continuing dispute.---- -- Respectfully submitted,

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL

BY:
Michael F. Dandino (Bar No. 24590)
Senior Public Counsel
P. O. Box 7800. Suite 250
Jefferson City, MO 65102
Telephone: (573) 751-5559
Fax: (573) 751-5562

3



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing has been mailed or hand-delivered to the following
counsel of record on this 3rd day of April, 1997:

Steven R. Dottheim
Deputy General Counsel
Missouri Public Service Commission
P. O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Paul S. DeFord
Charles W. McKee
Lathop & Gage, L.C.
2345 Grand Blvd., Suite 2500
Kansas City, MO 64108

Paul G. Lane
Diana J. Harter
Leo 1. Bub
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
100 N. Tucker, Room 630
S1. Louis, MO 63101

Carl 1. Lumley
Leland B. Curtis
Oetting, Heinz, Garrett & Soule
130 S. Bemiston, Suite 200
Clayton, MO 63105
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of AT&T Communications of the )
Southwest, Inc.' s Petition for Arbitration Pursuant )
to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications )
Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection )
Agreement with Southwestern Bell Telephone )
Company. )

Case No. TO-97-40

JUN 16 1991

Petition ofMCI Telecommunications Corporation )
and its Affiliates, Including MClmetro Access )
Transmission Services, Inc., for Arbitration )
and Mediation Under the Federal )
Telecommunications Act of 1996 of Unresolved )
Interconnection Issues with Southwestern )
Bell Telephone Company. )

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPQMTJ1jft~i_-::on
MClmetro ACCESS TRANSMISSION SIt'li't7I~~1

MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT

COME NOW MCI Telecommunications Corporation, MCImetro Access Transmission

Services, Jnc. and their affiliates (collectively referred to as "MCIm") and, pursuant to 47 U. S.C.

§ 252 and the Arbitration Order herein, move the Commission to approve the MCImetro/SWBT

Interconnection Agreement, Missouri, June 16, 1997, filed herewith. In support thereof, MClm states

to the Commission as follows:

I. Introduction

The approval of an interconnection agreement between a new entrant into the basic local

exchange market and the incumbent local exchange carrier is a major step under the Federal

Telecommunications Act of 1996 CFTA"), which was enacted to bring competition and choice to

the provision of basic local exchange service. MCIm sent its formal request for interconnection to

SWBT in March of 1996, and filed for compulsory arbitration in August, 1996. Because of SWBT's

insistence that MCIm enter into an onerous nondisclosure agreement, and the resulting limited nature



of initial negotiations between MClm and SWBT, MCIm filed for arbitration on all issues material

and relevant to the development and implementation of an interconnection agreement between the

companies. During the arbitration, SWBT was able to agree with MClm on few issues. Hence, the

arbitration presented virtually all issues regarding interconnection between the companies.

On December 11, 1996, the Commission issued the Arbitration Order. In the Arbitration

Order, the Commission addressed a number of the issues presented by the parties. However,

notwithstanding MCIm' s presentation of an Interconnection Agreement during the hearing (Russell

Direct, Schedule JR-2), and SWBT's failure to contest substantively the vast majority of the

provisions of that Interconnection Agreement, the Commission did not approve that Agreement

subject to reconciliation with the rest of the Arbitration Award as requested by MClm (Joint Initial

Brief, p. 79-82). Instead, the CoJTll11ission instructed the parties to continue negotiations, incorporate

the Arbitration Order and the results of such negotiations into an Interconnection Agreement, and

submit that document to the Commission for approval. See Award, p. 47-48. Contrary to Section

252(c)(3) of the FTA, the Commission did not establish a deadline for completion of such

negotiations and submission of the document for approval. \

MCIm subsequently asked the Commission to establis~1 a deadline of February 22, 1997

(Application for Clarification), March 17, 1997 (Joint Application for Rehearing), April 9, 1997

(Request for Oral Argument), and May, 1997 (Reply to SWBT's Response to Public Counsel's

Request for Prehearing or Status Conference). Each such request has been ignored to date.

lIn contrast, in Case No. TO-97-63 (AT&T/GTE Arbitration) and Case No. TO-97-124
(Sprint/GTE Arbitration), the Commission did set a deadline for completion of negotiations and
submission of an agreement. See Arbitration Order, Case No. TO-97-63 (December J0, 1996), p. 61;
Arbitration Order, Case No. TO-97-124 (Jan. 15, 1997), p. 48.
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