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SUMMARY'

The partieI opposing SWBT. Tranamittal provide no IOU11d balil upon which to delay

the eft"ectivenea of it. All of the parties contestina SWBT'I uae of"competitive neceuity" are,

strangoly enough, COmpetitOR to SWBT in various markets.

TheIle COmpetitoR are tryina to tempt the Commiuion into rejecting SWBT's f11in& through

the charades ofUcontraet" tariff and ICB rule. that SWBT baa not relied upon, and does not rely

upon, to obtain 6ctivcneu for ita offerlnp. The Commission should not be milled into reading

these rules to reject SWBT'. fUina beeauae the competitive necesaity teat, when read topthol' with

the Commilaon's other IU1es and poliaiea, requires allowing SWBT's tilins to take e1fect.

Key to evidenclna compctitioniathe letter that AT&T hu now provided SWBT. AT&T has

now informed SWBT that it will use "other supply optiona" for the buliMIa that SWBT had bid upon

and for which it bad ftled lOme of the rates in thi. Transmittal. No better evidence of competition

could exist.

The CommilJlion mult not delay effectivenes. of SWBT's Trarwnittal any lODger. Such

delays have undoubtedly caused SWBT to unrouonably lose business during the course of this

proceeding. Future delay. will iJ\jure euatomen by preventing them from receiving the choicos that

they should have.

• All abbreviations uted berein are referenced within the text.
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Before the
Federal ComDlU_leado.. Co.mllnon

W••hilllt0n, D.C. %0554

In the Matter of

Southweatem Bell Telephone Company
TariiIF.C.C. No. 73

)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No.Pi-lSS
Transmittal No. 2633

REPLy Of SOlJTHWESTQN BETJ , IBT RHONE. COMPANY

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT). pursuant to the DM.tion

Omec in the above-captioned docket, hereby submits its Reply to the Oppoaitions fUccl by various

ParUca2 apinat SWBr IS Direct Cue. None ofthe Oppositions provide any bais upon which to

deny immediate etfeetiveneBa of SWBT'. TransmittalNo. 2633.

1.' SUI HAS NOT AlJlWPTBD TO USB IHB CONTRACT TAmlillM TO
WSDFY ITS OEf'BmIa.

A number ofparties claim that SWBT's Tranamittal No. 2633 violates the

¢ommillion's contract tariffNlea. AI SWBT explained in it. Direct Caao, however. SWBT hu
i
~ot filed the transmittal as I contract tariff. The transmittal cannot be a contract tariff since, 18

.orne commenton admit, the definition ofa contract tarltris u followa:

, 1 Southwestern Boll Ttlephone Company TariffF.C.C. No. 73. CC Docket No. 97-158,
transmittal No. 2633, Order Dealgnatlna IlIUM for Investiption. (DA 97-1472) (releued,
¢ommon CarriorBumu, July 14. 1997). <PHi_tiOD Ordoa:).

I

1 Opposition. were filed by MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI); AT&T Corp.
GATetT); Sprint Communications Company L.P. (Sprint); Time Wimer CommunicaUcw
~oldins. Inc. (rune Wamer)~ KMC Telecom, Inc. (KMC)j GST Telecom, Ino. (GST); and
Teleport Communications Group Inc. (Teleport). Comments were filed by U SWBST
Communications, Inc. (U S WEST).
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Contraet-bued taritf. Atariffbued on aieMce contract entered
into between an interexchanp carrier subject to §61.42 (I) through
(c) or a nondominant carrier and a customer.'

(I'hua. since SWBT is not an interexchange carrier, it hu not, by definition offered a Section

~1.3(m) "contract tariff. 1t The attempts by the commentorl to paint SWBT's filing as a Section

~1.3(m) &lcontraet tarift" must be rejected.

AI 8WBT previously stated in ita Direct Cue the Dojpatjgn Ordw ciieI no order

\hat IUppDrtI the claim that RFP tll'im are prohibited under the Commission's current policy:
i

1'The pauaaea cited by the Order only atand for the propOlition that intcrexchange carrlera or

nondominant carriers max offer contract tarifFs. There is no explicit prohibition in these cited

rwea that prohibits the filing of contract or RFP tariffs by othar canim, including dominant
I

LBCs.n4

Analyai. of SWB!'8 Tl'IDsmittal No. 2633 must be undertaken on it. own merits.
I

Either the tranamittal ia allowed under the Commi.sion's policiea, taken u awhole, or h ia not.

~erence to particular rules or order., without analysis ofhow the Commission'8 policies, as a

\vhole, relate to each other ill meaningless. Since the Commission's competitive necessity

doctrine applies to SWBTts filing, all ofthe Commission', other rules and policies must be read in
: - ..

1i&ht ofthat fiat. Attempts to have the Commimon reject 8WBT's Tranunittal No. 2633 on the

~ow ground that it does not fit within the roles for a &lcontract tarift" without considering the

F0mmil,ion' a competitive necessity doctrine, only encourasel the Commi.sion to make an

arbitrary and capricious decision which would be subject to revena1 by a Court on review.

! 47 C.F.R. § 61.3 (m).

4 Direct Cue at p. 3.
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MCI claims in this regard are the same 18 those it made when it petitioned to reject

the Transmittal. SWBT responded II follows:

In essence, MCI lI'JUeI that since the Comminion baa not formally yet allowed
SWBT to offer the HrVioes at i_e undClr contract-type pricin& h must also be
rejected here. Again, MCI appean to be attemptiDa to ''blit" the Commission into
making the same mistake it baa been admoniehed ibr ma1dDa in ita previous order.
swaT hal ahown competition for the aeMceI in queation. The tict that the
Commis8ion's current rules may not address tbillituation for LEe aceesa services
i. ofno iawe. Competitive neoeasity, II an exception to the pnera1ly stated rules.
pennits tho fi1ins at iuue, '

D, SWiT DJD NOT PIT F TBANSMJIIAL NO 2M3 AS AN ICB TAlUll.

Likewise, SWBT's Tranllllittal No. 2633 should not be rejected on the arguments

made by some parties that it is an illegal lCB tariif.fJ SWBT did not tile its Tranamittal No. 2633

.. an ICB oft'ering. AI noted above, the Commission should not be tempted by the Oppositions

to improperly cluaify SWBT's Trantmittal No. 2633 .s an lCB ofFering and then deny it.

Instead, Tranamittal No. 2633 should be considered in light of all of the Conunisaion's policies

and rulelt notjuat a few ofthorn.

While SWBT did not e1alM that its Transmittal No. 2633 wu an ICB ofl'erina, the

language in the PS3 ICB 0Dler is instructive. AI SWBT noted:

The pollci.. lOt forth in the PH ICB Order serve to illUltrlte the app1icability of
competitive pricing under certain situations, In the DS.31CB Order, the
Commillion directed certain LEes to file averaged rates for their DS-3 oft'eringl.
Nevertheless, the Commission recognized:

! Reply CommCIDta ofSWBT at pp. 6-7.

, GST at p. 4; KMC at p. 5; Mel at p, 4; Telopon at p. 7; l1Dd Sprint at p. 4.
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the LEea have demonstrlted that competitive conditiona may
justify lOme departurea from asingle pneral oft'e:ring ofDS·3
faoilltiea. We do not intend to detennine the preciselimita offbture
DS-3 pricing flexibility in this proceeding....

Tho DS-3 YCB Ordor allO recognized the validity of I competitive neceality' u a
juatiflcation for ICB pricing. The DS-3 ICB Order quoted the Priyato Une
QujdoUoo, Order II follows:

[a] carrier's proof(ofcompetitive neceuity] Ihou1d lnclude a
showing that (1) an equal or lower priced competitive alternative ­
a similar ofFering or aet ofofferinp ttom other common aanien or
cultomer-owned IYItflmI -- il pneraD.y available to customers of
the discounted offering: (2) the termI oftho diacounted offering
are reasonably deaianated to meet competition without undue
dilcrimination: and (3) the volume discount contributes to
reasonable rates and efticient aervlces for all uaen. We will usell
the adequacy of the competitive-noccuity jultiftCldion on a cue-by­
cue basis until we are Ible to develop additional standards in this
area.

Since SWBT's oft'erinp will satilly competitive neceuity ... a waivm ofthe DS::3.
ICB Ordm, is not necessary.'

Thus, the DB' ICB Order lupport. SWBT's Transmittal No. 2633.

m. SWBI" TMNSMI'UALNO. 2633 DOBS NOT OJ!FBND SBCTION 69 3(1)(1) Of
nm COMMISSION' I B.lJLBS..

A number ofpartiea state that Section 69.3(0)(7) prohibits SWBT's-Tranunittal

No. 2633.' None ofthcle parties, however, IUCQllib1ty reconoile the Commiulon's competitive

necessity doctrine with the rule. Molt apParently feel there is no reaaon to reconcile the two,

7 SWBT Tranamittal No. 2633, D&J at pp. 2-3 (footnotes omitted).

• AT&T at pp. 5-6; Sprint at p. 4; Teleport at p. 8; ldCI at p. 4; KMC at p. S~ and OST at
p.6.



-5 ..

inviting the Commission to leave this conflict unanswm'ed and ripe for reveraa1 by a reviewing

court.

In any event, a elate reading ofSection 69.3(e)(7) reveals that it does not apply u

a mandatory obligation for all LBC tarifti. Section 69.1(e) ItateI that« a telephone company or

p-oup oftelephone companies mil file a tariff that is not an Ulociation tariff. . .. Any IUCh tarift'

~8t comply with the requirements hereinafter provided:". (empbuil added) Notably, this

fanaae dotl not state tnat a telephone company mUll file (or i. limited to filing). tlltifunder the
i

.pecific rules, but only states that a telephone company "may" do 10. In comparison, other
i

~baectiona of Section 69.3 Ule the mandatory word, "ahall." Competitive LECI would also

,ppear to fall under thil1anauage ifit wu treated u mandatory. Since the Comminion hu

apparently never ent'Orced this proviaion against competitive LECs, it would appear that a LEC
!
~ed not comply.' Thus. a waiver of69.3(e){7) il not required.

Some plItiel uaen that the Now York 101.000 Cgmpagy~ where the

~ommon Camer Bureau rejected a tarlft'for itl failure to comply with 69.3(eX7) compels

Iiejection here. AA previously stated in swaT"s Direct Cue, however. the Naw York decision ia

only a Bureau Order and wu not issued by (or apparently appealed to) the &U Commillion. Nor- -

Was the New Ymk ClIC appealed to the courts. In light ofthe SWBI y, PCClO decision on

, Neither the recont Time Warner or Hyperion petitiona for forbemnce from tarit! flUna
riequiremontaUat Section 69.3(0) U • Nle from which they seek relie( nor doea the reoeDt order
ptins those petitions lilt or dilCUas th&t section. HJJwinn TCllmnmmun'c;atiODl.lnc Potjtign
RoqUlatjna FprhoaranCC CCB/CPD No. 96-3 t Mmnorendnm O»jnjOD md 0nW end NaW of
I'mpowl Bnlomakjna. (FCC 97-219) (rei. June 19, 1997). Ifthe competttlve LBCs requesting
r;eliefhad felt that compliance with 69.3(1) wu neceuaryt one would expect that they would have
tiequeated relief from it and that the order would have speai1ical1y covered it.

10 100 F.3d 1004 (D.C. Cir. 1996).
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8WBT's prior RFP tariff, it is clear that the NOW York cue would not withstand judiciallCl'Utiny.

Thus, it mould not be cited as precedent in this matter.

IV. TSR COM2BTITJVRNBC.B.4iSlTYDOCTBINS APPLJ'lS TO SWiT"
'TRANSMJ'M'AL AND RBOT7'IJmS ItS BPlBCTJYBN8SS.

Some parties have claimed that the competitive neceuity doctrine doa not apply

~o SWBT's RFP _.11 M SWBT has pl'eYioully noted, thil would be a reversal ofCommilSion

precedent and would require an explanation for the Commillion's ohqed position on this issue.

'The Commiuion has appHed competitive neceuity analysis to SWBT'8 prior RFP tarift: The

Commission hu not previously diltinguiahed between LBCa and IXC. in the uae ofthe

competitive necessity doctrine. I~

In SWBI v' FCC, the Court recopized that the Commiuion made a conaci.ous

~rt to apply the competitive neoeasity doctrine to SWBT's RFP tariff.1J For the Commillion to
,

~w hold that the competitive necessity doctrine dOel not apply would be a change ofpolition
i
~hich would havo to be rouonably explained on the record.

As SWBT stated in its Direct Case:

the cue cited by the Commiaalonal molt partlea in diaoualon of ­
the competitive neceuity doctrine is the Priyato Ljne StDJSbn
Dccilion. That matter does not diltiDauish between dominant and
nondominant carriers, or between long distance and local exchange

. U Mel c1aima that instead ofllcompetitive neeeaaity," a "aubItantial eompetltion." standard
Ihould apply and SWBT has not demonstrated lubstantial competition,

12 As a practical matter, competitive neceaity can only provide reJiafto dominant carriers
;Since nondorninant carriers are subject to subttantlaUy relaxed regulation.
;

IS 100 F. 3d, 1004, 1007.
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carriers. or between the telecommunicatiOD' indumy and the
induatry II a whole. The Commiuion cites a 1983 Supreme Court
dedlion on application of the RgbiNQP"'1tmIA Act In a different
indultry in IUpport of the Commission's \lie ofthe competitive
neceuity test.
The Direct Cue also attached a copy of I Federal Communications Law Journal

~cle diseuslina competitive necesaity. Thi, article explains how pennitting customorlspeclfic

oft'erinp throuahout the telecommunications industty serves the public interest, and contribute to

reuonable rates for aU customerI.

The comments flied by U SWEST in this proceeding are alao extremely
. .

instructive. Those comments give a history ofthe competitive neceuity doctrine and how it baa
!

~en uaod in many wide rangins proceedinp. In particular, the comments explain how current
I
I

.pedal aeeeu markets are, in many instance., ifnot everywhere, more competitive than AT&T's
,
I

rarkets when it was granted re1iefunder competitive neceuity.14

A. SWBI Satiaft" tho Pint Pnma orb Compotitiyo N""" Teat

,
i
i
Presence ofa lingle, equal or lower priced ahemative, without reprd for the new entrants'
: :.',
I .

F-pagi"ty to MrVC thc inc:umbent'J cultomen."lS While other parties olaim that the competitive

hecossity test requires II. more extensive showina1)fcompetition,1S all oftheae parties tall to

i

~rwer the dilemma posed by the Court to the Commission: the Commiuion apparently requires

~WBT to either obtain competitor's rates in violation afantitrult laws, or lose competitive bids.
i

14U S WEST at pp. 8-13.

15 MClatp. 9.

i 16 Time Wuner at P, 16, Sprint at p. " GST at p. 8, KMC at p. 8, AT&T at p. 11, and
lfeleport at p. 13.
;
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None of the oppositions explain bow any other reuonably obtainable evidence would be
i

Jatllfactory, apparently WUlUng to tempt the Commislion into raiIiDa the same dUernma before

~e Court.~ SWBT ntUIt be allowed to satisfY the first prong ofthe competitive neceuity

teat as it has done, merely by presenting the evidence ofRPPs that it hu been given by the
I

,

~Btomen. AI SWBT stated in ita D&J:

Tho RFPa ft'om AT&T and Coutal Telephone uk for aprice from
SWBT which will be UHd in a competitive lituation. These
eultomen allO clearly state that tilly intend to evaluate the
submitted prices apinat thOle ofttother ICCeII provlden in the
area" or "other vendors". Thus, on their flee, AT&T and Coastal
acknowledge the existence ofcompetition !or the services in
question.

1leJiance upon the wemons made by the oustomer. is necessary to avoid problemJ with the,

Lurtitnllt laws. No party other than SwaT provides a proper rcapoDle to this dUemma.

Further, the existence ofcompetition is firmly proven by AT&T'I own aoUODl. On

1uly 17, 1997, AT&T informed SWBT that it wu going to "pursue other supply options in

DallaB" for the services that were bid by 8WBT. In light ofthil firm proofthat competition cxilta

~Dal1u, Texas for the aervices that SWBTbid, the Commillion must Ipore AT&T's &rgumentl

~hat 8WBT should be required to Ule aftldavltl ~ prove competition. The affld&vi~ could, in this

cue, serve no purpose other than to reatlirm AT&T'aadmiuion that there are other lClUpp!Y

:options in Dallu." The letter from AT&T is attached II Bxlu'bit A. 17

All ofthe protestatioN about the level ofcompetition are moot when SWBT hal

iost at 1••t lOme ofthe business in question to a competitor. While AT&T does not pl'O"ide any

17 The letter. as attached., It&tes that it i. "subject to joint nondiIc1olUtO aaroemel1t."
:SWBT hu been informed, however. by AT&T repreaentativea that the letter does not contain
~roprietary material and thus 11 not subject to a nondilCloaure qreement,
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reason in itlletter for sivina the buBineas to "other' supply OJ)ti;ona" it is ObviOWl that the delays

occuioned by the current tarift'proceu do not make SWBT an attractive lCaupply option."

Thus, the end result in the CUll of AT&T, .. it was for SWBT's RPP proposal to

Mel, is that the Commial1on'A refusal to allow acceptance ofthe tilrift' on competitive noceality

grOUDdI hu apparently cauaod SWBT to lOIe more buIineaa. AT&T cannot deny that OptiODl for

the traffic in question exist. The Commiaaion mult not allow tho same outcome for Coutai. By

delaying thll effectivelleu ofSWBT'. tuift'a, and inIiItina on more proofthin sw:&T hu to ofrer

(or that any party baa reasonably sugelted SWBT could provide), the Commiuion is placing

SWBT in the same cccateh-22" dcacribed by the Court in SDIY fCC.

A DUmber ofpartie. have complained that the tarlff'1 ofcompetitive providera

lubmitted by SWST are inlufticient to show the existence ofcompetition. Nevertb.. these

parties cannot deny that the t&ritfa uallt in demonstrating competition.

SWBT hal not relied on these tarifti alone. The Court in $WIT y FCC noted

that the tariffs could not be counted upon for identiti.cation ofthe prices CAPs would bid:

it is rather doubtthl. that [SWBT] would even be able to detect
from a CAPs taritfftlinp which price it actually clwpd in a
succeuful bid and CAP, can amend their tarifD with u little u one
day's notice ... so Southweltem-Be11 can never anticipate what
prices CAPs may bid. lI

Thua, the Court firmly recognized the ability ofCAP, to change their tarifBI on u little u one

day'. notice made it more difficult for SWBT to &how competition. The Court, however, did not

place the burden on SWBT to solve this dilemma, acknowledging that SWBT had done all it

could. ThUI, SWBT should not be required to thow any tbrther evidence ofcompetition than it

11 100 F.3d 1004, 1007.
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hu already placed on the record in satisfaction ofthe first prong ofthe competitive neceuity

doctrine.

Some pam.. complain that the MIlS tarifti cited by SWBTt
• direct cue are not

comparable to the services in question. While the entire document SwaT attached includes non-

Comparable lervices, many ofthe aervices are precisely on point. 11m., the MPS tariffprovidea

~tional evidence ofcompetition.

B. SWBI bu Satiaficd the Soc;ond'rona oftbo Comp."Nee". Int.

Some partiea u.ert that SWBT cannot tatistY the aecond prons ofthe competitive

heceuity test because SWBT is only allowed under that prona to IDIUlh competing otten.I' Aa

Stated above, however, the Court baa recognized that SWBT "can never anticipate what prices
i

J:APII may bid." It i, thus illusory to claim that SWBT hu not satisfied the competitive neeeuity
!

~ since SWBT hu not shown the existence ofcompetitive bids. As SWBT hu stated, and u

~e swaT V FCC Court would likely agree, SWBT is "in a clullic catch-22 situation." The

Oppositions provide no solution to this dilemma, and must be rejected.
1
I

Teleport claims that SWBT makes no effort to avoid any undue diacrimiDation.20

i

~eleport argues that SWBT is required to "address the discrimination concerns of it. exiating
i

PultOmetT' in the fiJing ofratoe undor the oompotitive nOOOHUy test. Teleport ignores the fact

that other customers' rates are not being increased by this flUna. Other customers suffer no harm

~hen SWBT acta to win busineaa through an RFP filing. Teleport apparently argues that the rateI

ror all customers must decreue when SWBT bid. on an RPP. Such a result is ludicrous and
I

I

I'MCI at p. 17, AT&T at p. 13, Sprint at p. 8.

za Toleport at p. 15.
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would result in elimination ofthe competitive necessity doctrine itself. AT&T's use of the

doctrine MYel' required brinaina aU rates down to the level ofthe competitive off'erina. No IUch

requirement is WllTIIlted here.

C. swaT bu Satiafted the Third Prong altho CompetitiycNcooe Teat.

Sprint claims that SWBT cannot show that the mlOOUllt contributes to reuonablc

rates for all users because Sprint believes that the proposed RFP rate could not be reuonably

expected to cover direct coati and make lome contribution to overhead COItI.n Sprint cites a

claimed "overhead" of"l77'Io." Sprint claima that SWBT's rates in the AT&T RFP are

unreasonable by comparing SWBT's lena! tarlftid price with the proposed RPP price.

The lolle behind this accusation ia flawed in two way.. Firat, by maldna the

comparison between. SWBT'. cxilting tariffed rate and that ofthe RFP, Sprint is ignoring the fact

that the exilltina taritl'ed rate is an awraged rate reprnentina an averaae of aU DS3 service

facilities acrOBB SWBT's entire operating territory. Averased colts are often muchhipthan

particular individual colt situations. The RFP i, calculated for a particular situation and is

therefure not an averaged rate. Sprint'. attempt to make an evaluation regarding SWBT's RFP

overhead c:ontribution by comparing the revmmfl! ofthe RFP with that ofthe co~onding tariff

is thereby invalid and should thus be disoounted. Sprint appear., by this line of reuonins, to be

calling into question the reuonabllity of SWBT'. existing DS3 service overhead which is, .

irrelevant and unwarranted in this particular proceeding.

Second, Sprint ubitrarily concludes that the relUlt is "unreasonable" overhead. If,

for arawnent'.sake, Sprint's calculation was accepted. Sprint has failed to show on what balia it

11 Sprint at p. 9.
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has determined that thia overhead is unreasonable for a competitive accesa service. SWBT has

provided the Conunilsion with all neceuary colt data to prove that the terVice hu indeed covered

4,irect colts and makes contribution to overhead COItI II preaaibed by the Conuniaion rules.
I
!

AT&T userts that SwaT must meet a "public politY' standard, even ifSWBT's

Pri.ces are above COIt.n This claim 19nol'Ol the viability ofthe competlt1ve neoeuity doctrine and

.ttempta to add an additional prons that AT&T never agreed to satisfY when it used the
i

~Pctitivc necessity doctrine. In any event, AT&T fails to addrcu the strong policy arguments

~ favor of tho competitive neceuity test'8 application to LEe marketa that was provided in the
i

~cle attached to SWBT'. Direct~ ..well II thole that are listed in US WEST's

~entl.:za

V. TIm COMMISSION maIM NOT DBLAYITS nECISION IN THIS DOCKET.

Time Warner urges the Commiasion to deny relief in this docket because alimilar

~ueation is being considered in the Access Reform docket.J4 The Commi88ion must not IUCCUmb

to this temptation.
I

As noted above, SWBT hu lolt additional business to competition during this
,

;procecding. As SWBT stated in the tarift'R.eply Comment8:

AJ is evident to all by now, the Commialion did not allow any
additional pricing flaibility for local eoccbanse carriers (LBCa) of
the type described in SWBTs filing in the current &CCeII reform

21 AT&T at p.13.

D US WEST at pp. 8-16.

24 Time Warner at pp. 1-2.
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docket. 1Dstead, it postponed CODIideratlon ortho. iuutl until
somo ibture, unstated date. Since there i, not let time in which the
Commiuion hu committed to addreaa thia matter. SWBT must be
allowed to mike itafillna in the meantime. The Commiuion hu
not. nor could it. make competition ItaDd Iti11 while it conaidora
'aatchina up· itt regulation ofIncumbent Local Exchanp Carriers
(D..BCI) with that competition.

Ifthe Commission delays the requested relief, OUItOmen like Coutal will certainly be izQured in

the meantime ainco those customers will have fewer meaningtbl choicea.

VI. CONCLUSION

For the foreIoina reuonSt SWBT respectfW1y reqt1e1t1 that the Commillion cloae

the investigation and allow SWBT's Transmittal No. 2633 to take effect immediately.

ReapeetfWly submitted,

~~~COWANY
. Robert M. Lynch

Durward D. Dupre
Michael1.Zpm.k
Thoma A. Pajda
One Bell Center, Room 3520
St. Loui~ Miuouri 63101
(314) 235-2507

ATrORNBYS FOR SOUTHWESTERN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY

September 12. 1997



EXHIBIT "A"

eATaT

·.,

G.P. T.,y
South~emStat. .
Infratrueture and Acces1I Management
VICe President

July 17, 1997

Mr. David YOUDg
Acting General Manager - Regional Sales
Southwestern Bell Telephone
1010 Pine St., Room 8-E-21
St. Louis, MO 63101

Re: Dallas POP to LSO DS3 Proposal

~., ,.., • I~ "

Dear D8ve, '" .
!

Suite '000
550' \.BJ Freeway
Dallal. lX 75240
972 778-3333
FAX: 972 778-26'5

I want to take this opportunity to thank you for submitting a proposal to serve
AT&T's POP to LSO DS3 requirements in Dallas, Texas. Your team submitted
an attractive proposal.

At this point however, we have decided to pursue other supply options in Dallas
for these services. Should that situation change, we will advise you.

Again, thank you for your efforts.

Sincerely,

£n Bse
.p,r G. P. Teny

AT&T and -Southwestern Bell- Proprietary
Subject to Joint Non Disclosure Agreement



Certificate of Service

I, Elaine Temper, hereby certify that Transmittal #2633 to CC. Docket

No. 97-158 for Southwestern Bell Telephone Company has been served this 12th

day of September, 1997 to the Parties of Record.

Elaine Temper

September 12, 1997



ALAN BUZACOTT
DONSUSSMAN
REGULATORY ANALYST
MCITELECO~CATIONSCORP

1801 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

ITS INC
1231 20TH STREET
GROUND FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC 20036

AT&T CORP
AVA B KLEINMAN
MARK C ROSENBLUM
PETER H JACOBY
295 NORTH MAPLE AVENUE
ROOM 3252Jl
BASKING RIDGE NJ 07920

RUSSELL M BLAU
SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED
ATTY FOR GST TELECOM INC
3000 K STREET NW
SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007

TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC
J MANNING LEE
VICE PRES - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
TWO TELEPORT DRIVE - SUITE 300
STATEN ISLAND NY 10311

JAMES SCHLICHTING
CHIEF COMPETITIVE PRICING DIVISION
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET NW
ROOM 518
WASHINGTON DC 20554

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY L P
LEON M KESTENBAUM
MARYBETH M BANKS
1850 M STREET NW SUITE 1110
WASHINGTON DC 20036

WILKIE FARR & GALLAGHER
BRIAN CONBOY
THOMAS JONES
AITORNEYS FOR TIME WARNER COMM
HOLDINGS INC
THREE LAFAYE'ITE CENTRE
1155 21ST STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

ERIC J BRANFMAN
SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED
ATTY FORKMC TELECOM INC
3000 K STREET NW
SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007

WILLIAM T LAKE
JOHN H HARWOOD n
DAVIDMSOHN
WILMER CUTLER & PICKERING
COUNSEL FOR U S WEST
2445 M STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20037-1420



ROBERT B MCKENNA
JEFFRY A BRUEGGEMAN
USWESTINC
SUITE 700
1020 19TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036


