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that any modifications of the language of the Interconnection Agreement should be negotiated
and the agreement resubmitted within forty-five (45) days. SWBT restates its position that the
parties should negotiate the agreement based upon the decision.

The parties are directed to negotiate the language of the Interconnection Agreement
based upon the decisions in this proceeding and submit the Interconnection Agreement

incorporating the Commission’s final decision within forty-five (45) days of the date of the

Commission’s final order.

XII. CARRIER ACCESS.

1. IS SWBT ENTITLED TO RECOVER ANY INTRASTATE ACCESS CHARGES FROM
LSPS THAT INTERCONNECT OR PURCHASE UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

FOR THE PROVISION OF TELEPHONE EXCHANGE SERVICE AND EXCHANGE
ACCESS?

AT&T maintains that it should be allowed to provide exchange access service through
UNESs and should not be required to pay carrier access for service provided to its customers over
UNEs. SWBT contends that carrier access rates are not negotiable and maintains that the FCC
Order does not alter collection of access charges.

SWBT cites 191 of the FCC Order in support of its LBO. This provision of the Order
appears to have no application to this issue unless SWBT has some proof that AT&T will use
UNEs only for the purpose of originating or terminating interexchange traffic. There is no

evidence in the record to support such an assumption and the cited paragraph cannot be

considered to support SWBT’s position.
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The FCC clearly distinguished the provision of service through UNEs from the use of
resold services. The CLEC is paying for the cost of facilities and may use those facilities to
provide telephone exchange service and exchange access to others. The FCC found that there is
greater risk for a CLEC offering service through UNEs because CLECs purchasing UNEs must
pay for the cost of thé facility and face the risk that there will not be sufficient demand for the
facility to recoup the cost. FCC Order §332-3.

AT&T must compensate SWBT for the UNE facility, as a whole, not for the specific

usage of that facility by AT&T’s customer. Therefore, the ALJ adopts AT&T’s LBO. See also

Issue No.I(1).

XIII. MISCELLANEOUS.

1. SHOULD THE CONTRACT INCLUDE TERMS WHICH REQUIRE SWBT TO PROVIDE
RESOLD SERVICES, UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS, ANCILLARY FUNCTIONS
AND INTERCONNECTION ON TERMS THAT ARE AT LEAST EQUAL TO THOSE THAT
SWBT USES TO PROVIDE SUCH SERVICES AND FACILITIES TO ITSELF?

AT&T states that the services provided by SWBT must be equal in quality, subject to the
same conditions and provided in the same provisioning time intervals as SWBT provides itself.
SWRBT states that for services provided to its customers, it will provide such services to AT&T

under the same terms and conditions.

In 47 C.F.R. §51.603(b), the FCC requires that ILECs provide services for resale “equal
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in quality, subject to the same conditions, within the same provisioning time intervals that the
LEC provides those services to others, including end users.” ILECs must provide UNEs “at least
equal in quality to that which the incumbent LEC provides to itself.” 47 C.F.R. §51.311(b).

AT&T’s LBO is consistent with the rules and is adopted.

2. WHAT IS SWBT’S OR AT&T’S POSITION PERTAINING TO THE PRICING OF WHITE
PAGES LISTINGS AND OTHER WHITE PAGES INFORMATION?

It is AT&T’s position that for resold services, white page listings should be free, and
production and delivery of white pages and yellow pages should be at SWBT’s expense. SWBT
contends that it is only required to provide directory listings when AT&T purchases unbundled
local switching elements. It offers to provide white page listings based upon its UNE costing
methodology. SWBT states that it will voluntarily agree to make white page listings, directories
and directory delivery available using its costing methodology without requiring AT&T to
purchase unbundled switching.

Pursuant to Act 77, ILECs shall provide to CLECs, “at reasonable rates . . . directory
listings ... only to the extent required in the Federal Act.” Act 77 §9(h). SWBT’s LBO
complies with Act 77 and is adopted with the exception that the prices for the service should
comply with the methodology adopted in Issue No. V (19).

BY ORDER OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE PURSUANT TO

DELEGATION.

This day of February, 1997.
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Sarah M. Bradshaw
Administrative Law Judge

Jan Sanders
Secretary to the Commission
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5 Order Mo. §, issued on February 38, 1997, by Admintistrative
Law Judge Barah M. Bradahaw, is bheredy affirmed withour
sodification.
SY ORDXR OF TEK COMMISSION.

This “way of Maxah, 1997.

Jan uad.-ro /

Seoratary of tha c::—isuian
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- IN THE MATTER OF ATET COMMUNICATIONS
OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.’S PETITION POR
ARBITRATION OF UNRESOLVED ISSUEBS WITH
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANWY

PURSUANT TO $252(b) OF THE

TELECOMMUNICATION ACT OF 1996

DOCKET NO. 96-395-0
ORDER NO. __§

Tt et s S Sl et

CRDPDER i
. Ordar No. 5, issued on Pedbruary 28, 1997, dy Administrative
Law Judge Sarab M. Bradshaw, 4is hereby affirmed without
modificstion. '
BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.
Thie _IL‘”_J day of March, 1997.

N

av R. Smith, Chairman

- Brattom,

. y ..

Jan Sanders
Sacretary of the Commission
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IN THE MATTER OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS )

OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.’S PETITION FOR ) DOCKET NO. 96-395-U
ARBITRATION OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES WITH ) ORDERNO. _ 7
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY ) -
PURSUANT TO SEC. 252(b) OF THE )
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 )

ol
]

ORDER

The Application for Rehearing filed by AT&T Cornmunicétions of the Southwest, Inc. on
March 28, 1997, should be and hereby is c!enicd.
The Application for Rehearing filed by Southwesiern Bell Telephone Company on April |
; 9, 1997, should be and hereby is denied.
BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION,

”
This _/Lﬁ_ day of April, 1997.

P

o ‘ -
— Lavenski R, Smith, Chairman

ﬁ I. Bratton, Jr., Commissioner /2'

V-

m
.}u e D. Keamey, CLqmmissioner

Jan smae#-’w \A;Z;é)

Secretary of the Commuission
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IN THE MATTER OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS ) s *-E J
OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.., PETITION FOR ) o
ARBITRATION OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES WITH ) DOCKET NO. $6-385-U
SOUTEWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY ) ORDER NO.

PURSUANT TO SBC. 252(B) OF THE ) .
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 )

QRDER

On April 16, 1997, AT&T Communications of the Scuthwest, Inc.
(AT&T) £filed a Motion to Extend Deadline €for Filing Compliance
Interconnection Agreement. AT&T requests that the deadline for
filing an interconnection agreement with Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company (SWBT) in compliance with Orders Ne. 5 and 6 be
extended from April 25, 1997 to May 23, 1997. In support of its
Motion, AT&ET states that ATAT and SWBT are working diligéntly to
produce compliance interconnection agreements in each of the states
served by SWBT in the chronological order in which the arbitration
awards were entered. However, delays have restricted AT&T's
ability to meet the April 25, 1997 de#dline. AT&T alaeo contends
that s8trict adherence to the current £iling deadline will
unnecessarily limit negotiatione and may force the parties to
produce .competing .agreements with disputed terms and conditicns.

On April 17, 1997, SWBT filed a Response to AT&T's Motion
stating that SWBT will agree to a one week extension of the

deadline. SWBT requests that the deadline be extended to May 2,
1897.
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The Motion of AT&T should be and hereby is granted. The
deadline for filing the compliance intercomnection agreement is
hereby extended to May 23, 1997, to allow the parties adequate time
to negotiagte the compliance interconnection agreement.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION. "

this JLH aay of april, 1s97.

-

ius D. Xearney, Commissioner

'

Jan Sander
Secretary of the Commission

14
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IN THE MATTER OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS
OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.’S PETITION FOR
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)  ORDERNO. é
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)

R
t

PURSUANT TO SEC. 252(b) OF THE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

ORDER

Order No. §, entered by the assigned Administrative Law Judge on Feb%u_ary 28, 1997,
directed AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. (AT&T) and Somhwaz‘t;m Bell
Telephone Company (SWBT) to file an Interconnection Agreement in comphanc: with the
arbitration award within forty-five days of the date of a final Commission Order approving Order
No. 5. Order No. 6, entered by the Commission on March 11, 1997, afirmed Order No. S. On
April 18, 1997, Order No. 8 was eatered extending the deadline for filing the Interconnection
Agreement AT&T and SWBT were granted an extension to May 23, 1997, to file a single
agreement betﬁrcen the two parties incorporating the arbitration award.

On May 23, 1997, AT&T and SWBT each filed separate Interconnection Agyeements,

To date, ATET and SWBT have not complied with Order No. 5 and No. 8 which directed the
parties to file a single agreement Therefore, the Commission finds that AT&T and SWBT are
not in compliance with the Orders of thc Commission and that the separate “agreements™ filed by
AT&T and SWBT on May 23, 1997, should be and i:mby are dismissed. Pursuant to Ark. Code

Ann. §23-1-103, failure to comply with a Commission Order may result in the imposition of
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monetary sanctions. The Commission will not at this time impose sanctions on SWBT and
AT&T. However, continued failure to comply with the orders of the Commission in this Docket
may result in sanctions,
The parties to this Docket are hereby directed 10 file a single int:rconnecﬁon agreement
on or before 2:00 p.m. on June 30, 1997. The Commission will not consider that an agreement
o subject to review pursuant to §252(e)(2)(B) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 US.C.
§252(e)(2)(B), bas been filed until AT&T and SWBT have filed a joint Interconnection

Agreement in compliance with the arbitration award.
e BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.

)
This__// _dsy of June, 1997.

Sam I. Bratton, Jr., Commissioner

Yo, ke 4,

Jan Sanders L
Secretary of the Commission
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IN THE MATTER OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS
OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.'S PETITION FOR
ARBITRATION OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES WITH
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
PURSUANT TO SEC. 252(b) OF THE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

DOCKET NO. 96-395-U
ORDERNO._ /D

ORDER

The Motion 10 Extend Deadline for Filing Compliance Interconnection Agreement filed
on June 23, 1997, is granted.

g BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.

This May of June, 1997.

il

Lavenski R. Smith, Chairman

- | 4‘1. Bratton, %& ’
/ Jfijius D. Kearney, Commissiger
. - /,
).&éﬂﬂ_a.’! (/1 4
Jan Sanders
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IN TRE MATTER OF AT2T COMMUNICATIONS
OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.'S PETTTION FOR
ARBITRATION OF UNRESOLVED 1SSUES WITH
SOUTRWESTERN BELL TELEPRONE CONPANY
PURSUANT TO SEX. 2€2(b) OF THE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1986

(SRR A A A

ORDER

On November 15, 1996, AT&T Conisgisations of t Sesirens, Inc. (AT2T) Sed 2
Prsition for Arbittion prssr t §253() of G Teleromummpiestion Ast of 1986 (1996 Act), 47
USC §252(b), In i Pesition, AT&T sought compulsnry arbitration fo establizh sn isconnection
sprecmes between ATAT and Southwessern Bell Telephane Compuny (SWBTY).

mmmwu«.x»m—ﬁa:mm-ma
the Dokt and scheduling the sbitrarion hearing to begin an Jasitiry 21, 1997, The stiwanr
satered Ovder No. § n February 29, 1997, deciding all issuss paoding in e hittaion procerding
D:Hanhﬁ.!”‘l mmmaﬂzﬂe 6 afioming the schitzmor’s @ecision

S“Td&T&TEd;Mhmmhﬁnth
Order an Ry 25, 1997. The papoed lnseonnection Agrecnas is in daes g Pt A Includes

the whitran) isaums wnd thn commactal bngaege sgresd upos by SWET md ATET: Pt B includes
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the mbitred issnes upon which SWBT and AT2T cannct agree zod fhe competing conbactual
Iﬂl«-ﬂl!l.ﬂﬂlﬂuﬁ.ﬂ.[ﬁll'bﬂkﬂfmﬂl‘ngw
Ordey No. S bzt SWBT comends wers not & iawe i e arbinzation and thetefore, e cutside the
scope of the Dockae. A Joins Miotion was Sled by ATET xad SWBT oo July 31, 1997, feimesting

that S Caonmission “exter @ arder ralvieg 2l Gspees betwaen the pardes cancrrning the

. paties’ diffring imterpresstions of the Coammissiod Oxder Nos. S and 6 mmciving the abivation

issnes presenaed in ghis Docker ™

After the conchion of e wbivation hearing, Act 77 of 1597, the Teletomantriestions
Regulsiory Refonn Act of 1997, was etussed on February 4, 1957, with an #pmalinr cliective dar
Qrder No. 5 insarporaied sume of the provisions of See. 9 of At 77 which obvicusly impose

agcemois tatween iscumbant local axhange curigs (JLECS) such a3 SWBT and cpspesisive
local exchange carriers (CLECs) snch a5 ATAT. ?.&al‘ﬁﬂ%iﬂi

. elements were morpocued in G decision and SWBT was amdersd to reviae its orest indiies to reflecy

embedded costs as specified in Sec. 9(e) of Act 77, However, e sature of the shill-comensions
EQﬁjEEigﬂgg scrminize the lngmape of Sec
9 of At 77. Maore specifically, dx ®pwrwr proposals wivensed by ATET, clasrly teing 2o
gqoestion the Conenission's remxining acthatity. Based upas this mare in-dupth mview of Sectioe
o.lgaﬁg.-iﬁiggﬂgl!gﬁ

Commission concludes hm Act 77 gxd its imspect ep the Compmission’s sathosity © shitme
Iercarmection issucs were mr fully and sppropeimsly addrsssed i Order Ne. S.

g6-81-834
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Secticn 9 of At 77 presbe the wme, emndiions end pecing for Jueroomccsion,
ashomadied cerwork: elemests e e RS of WEIGIECnD AgErITES betwesn ILECS
a3 CLECS. Thx overall impac of this suction of Act 77 15 1 jxgpnse resticsians on O tems and
capditions under which s CLEC um chtuin mercounessios with as ITLEC sad imposc rémsicsions

on the Commrasion’s snfixrity o reguire & [LEC o provide mnmocstection ® 3 CLEC on trren

ot pumbic © 8w ILEC. Genanlly te provisions of Scuieg 9 specify the method of calculsting
‘u#ﬁnwwnhwwm-dﬁhmd ‘

svellability of esale and gnpos= pricing resvickions an resale. Sacticm 9 kimils the amexity of the
Comppission m myyoving the xems and conditiony gueifind @ the A for Etoommeston
apresesdy and spacifically states dar

As provided is Secvioos 23] and 252 of b Fadaad Az (47
USC 25] snd 252), S Cosmamion’s spibority with sexpert
Innwmu. mh. ad whndilc W

wmmcm
10 3 CLEC fxr tx pupos of tx OLEC campering wih Wi
inrumbe hﬂ nhp aries in G povieion of

The Commivsion's imitial review of the shisalion arier ia this procenfing, iduding
mmmar&smmw by ACt 77 68 the Comumrission’ suthority with mgand o
WILTEOODACHON 2TeCRETS was cowductd in hasie doe % the tne comstakes eb shimstions
procsedings contmnd in the 1996 A and the passage of Acx 77 thorGy baline te expisation of the
srbinuios deadline. In srviewing the moposed dispunnd inesconpestion apremant flcd w & rexalt
ofte acbimion. & Comxmission bas kad & nngex time to candfilly consider the taning snd ipent
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GISHL’mlluﬁTTanﬁlpliﬂiinySHL961.llldlpGIQESInﬁntuih:tkl!niliﬂneundhihs
iiliis-i-IthlisiiﬂygunﬂﬂIBQEC:llliiut%aislndlnllliyinlnzﬂinlﬁuncf
nmm To e efieet thas an ILEC, SWBT, is willing  srovide
ttercomnertinn which guses the miniens reqceness for spscopection specified m Sec. 251
of the 1996 Act, the Commmimsion v withowt suthoeity o oxdies the ILEC, SWEI, © wovide

) Sneconnection, sexsle or unbaaadling v 3 CLEC, ATAT, o uny Siffcvess wavns, conditions or poces

ADwd

do those proposed by e ILEC. Pursusmg te the restrictions on the Comunintion’s subority in Act
77, e Comupission bas oo suthority © ader SWBT 10 provide imerconmectios, sale or
uwbendling © AT&T on any differes: woms or conditions tay SWBT will agres 10 provide such
servizes © & competinr if Gxne ey 3nd cxaditian mes the aENcNA reqEbenens for
intercanpection specificd i Sen., 251 of the 1996 Act. Thorefore, the Commsission”s role 45 au
arbisaior ip ap misconction dispue s brird v Actermining whetker G ILEC & offaneg
;l!ulnuuhnu!sﬂzlninlhudﬁngttihaunwﬁzi-ilinliﬁhllll!;iuyfnscfSut251
of (e 1996 Az wxd the reswictims impased by Scc. 9 of A2 77. If the turers and conditiens
1Mﬁ=u!!y1h=nJﬂ:u-=sn:;inbnununphuuuunnfﬁ-1996!u=|nalnau-niahlninpuud
hMﬂ.&Cuﬂ%sﬁsMBWhmwthmhsm»m
v CLEC. To the extent dum Order No. 5 adopted sesaiuticus of issuss ot sdvocted by SWBT and
which would eequire SWBT o grovidc mxre than s minhrom imsconpecson fems 2nd

conditions spacified in Sec. 251 of Be 1996 Ax, e Order cxceeds the seope of the Comarizsion’s
anhocity a5 set forth iy Sex. 9of ARt 7).

Purmar © Scx, 9(1), e Conzxiscion §ods ¢ug Qudex No. S exnared on Felwusry 28, 1997,
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excreded the Comminsion's entharity with regard © the tenos aud canditions of tnecaaneetion,
seeale gt wnlxandling e did wx peupecly apply Ast 77 o the wbismation procendicg. Had Acz 77
emn cxarectiy spplied o the erbisrarion, thes fsacs, Wit e cxception of pricing, wonld have been
sesalved in Ssvor of te [LEC, SWET, texavse the Commmingion lacks the stuthoxity © sequire SWBT
® entey into &z imlerounbection sgreemen? oo e &iferent tan those whith SWET will apee ©
_ provide pnooogoection, mnle axd naluxiing © ATAT if the o sad cosksions offered by
" SWBT meet the misime sequirementy of Sec: 251 of the 1996 Act. Therefire, the Coumimian
Dareby severses Order No. § 0o sny stercopnextion, sesale s upbundling issues, with the expepsing
of geising, which adopd the position cf ATAT. Order No. § directnd SWBT 1w oot stafics in
sepplisece with Sex. $(¢) which provides that uphuodlsd setwerk cleneuts “shall inclode the scnal
conts, incinding m allocaios of joit mnd comraon couts md 2 reasspmble prof ™ ATAT Gied »
memacandun oo July 25, 1997, alisging thes SWBT revised cosz studies were in egor. However,
pammmt © Act 77 e Coxmpission 2as oo suthority w obtais infhamgion o5 mvestipte any
firancial nformation of SWBT, inchudicg cox sudies 1 vevify @ seeueacy of SWBTs filing. See
A T1, §6,7.8and 11, m.hmdwk.sa&mmmu
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Comaiasion mas: presums: withow & speeific Snding ta: SWBT is in somsplispes with A 77. In
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the werms =nd conditions o which SWBT will provide imersnamection, sesale, or nbandfing
AT&T if Brose trens sod conditions mect the minkouan rampivemsss of Sec. 251 of e 1996 Ac
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SWET “will provide imacomection, resale, o wbmdling” © AT&T 30d the Commmission is
mMuanw&quuﬂﬂhuwm
wiich SWBT is act willing % provide © ATET m 2 CLEC. The Commiesion sppeoves the copmrger
mhthmthhhwdu
intescropertion which s consistege whh the mrus and andiions SWBT s agreed to and whic

‘ ae in coafoanance with the positiops taken by SWET in fhe arbitiation parsnze to the Lanisstions

. op e Commission’s suthority in Sec. 9 sf A 77.
BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.

1his_J{2 sy ot erewmr. 1538
£ bl

Though | do oot agres with the rmiotale, | conca in the ek

e o

4 T 4 3:
Sexraxy of e Conaniysicu

iLr7e JFDva BE9EZ 8Lk Z15'01 INTN1NYSEO AYI/IR1VY'WOdd BC:aAl BE-Bl-HAS



Arkansas Public Service Commission Orders Approving or
Disapproving An Interconnection Agreement Since
August 1, 1997
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
AND FRONTIER TELEMANAGEMENT, INC.

FOR APPROVAL OF AN INTERCONNECTION
AGREEMENT UNDER THE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

DOCKET NO. 98-007-U
ORDER NO.

N e N st N’ Nt

ORDER

On January 12, 1998, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWB;T)and Fr:orm‘er
Telemanagement, Inc. (Frontier) filed a Joint Application requesting approvnl ofa Resale
Interconnection Agresment (Agreement) between SWBT and Frontier pummnz to ﬂm
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). According to the A pphcatnon, the Agreem:m was

negotiated and executed pursuant o the terms of the 1996 Act. |

The 1996 Act requires that any negotiated interconnection agreement shall be submitted|

1 .

i l

to the State commission for approval. The Cominission shall approve or reject the agreement

within ninety (90) days of the date it is submincd by the partics to the agrec;mem or :m
agreement is deemed approved. 47 U.S.C. §252(¢). l 5
The 1996 Act spesifies that the Commission may only reject:

(A) an agreement (or any portion thcnoi) adoptcd by ncg,ouanon !
under subsection (a) if it finds that - |
(1) the agreement (or portion theeeof) dncrumnates against
a telecommunications carrier not a party to the agreemem or
(1i) the implementation of such agreemem or portio: is
nol consistent with the public interest. convenicnce, and
necessity: . . . 47 U.S.C. §252(e)(2). : ,
There was no evidence presented in the filed comments that the Resale lntericonncctionj
Agreement between SWBT and Froatier discriminates against a telecommunications Earrier that
" |
| i
: i
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is not a party to tﬁc Agroement or that the Agreement is not consistent with the public:f interest.

The Resale Im:rconnecuon Agreement between Frontier and SWBT isa n:éotiated af;;m;mmt {

between Froatier and SWBT and there is no evidence indicating that the Agreement shou]d be l

rejected pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §252(e}2)(A). Therefore, the Resale interconnection :L&grecmcm;

filed by SWBT and Frontier on January 12, 1998, should be and is hereby spproved éursuam to ;
i

|

Sec. 252(e) of the 1996 Act, 47 U.S.C. §252(c) L j
: I

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION. | |

s/ -
This [3 day of February, 1998. W -
avenski Ry Smith, Chaingan

2 Lt

Bratton, Jr., Cofmmissior}&er !

|

Secretary of the Commission | . {
' ' |

I
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ; '
 FILED

IN THE MATTER OF NOW COMMUNICATIONS, ) ! L {
AND SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE ) - : |
COMPANY'S APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF ) DOCKET NO. 97-437-U
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT UNDER THE ) ORDERNO. _2. !
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 ) : '

ORDER

.
i

On December 5, 1997 Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) and Now

Communications, Inc. (NOW) filed a Joint Application requesting approval of a staic

Interconnection Agreement (Agreement) between SWBT and NOW pursuan; 10 the 3 |
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). According to the Joint Application, the |

Agreement was negotialed and executed pursuant to the terms of the 1996 Act '
: ' C

. |
: ! !
The 1996 Act requires that any negotiated interconnection agreement shall be submirted :
_ ' i
to the State commission for approval. The Commission shall approve or reject the agrecment :

within ninety (90) days of the date it is submitted by the partics to the agreement or the

agreement is deemed approved. 47 UJ.S.C. §252(e). - P
The 1996 Act specifies that the Commission may only reject: |

(A) an agreement (or any portion thereof) adop(ed by negeuahon l
under subsection (a) if it finds that - |
(i) the agreernent (or portion thereof) dtscnmumes agamst
a telecommunications carrier not a party 1o the ngrwncm or ,
(ii) the implementation of such agreement or pomon s !
not consistent with the public interest. convenicncc, and
necessity; .., 47 US.C. §252(e)(2). 5
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There was no evidence presented in the filed comments that the Interconnection

: - t
Agreement between SWBT and NOW discriminates against a telccomumunications carrier that is i
i
|
1

not a party to the Agreement or that the Agreemeat is not consistent with the |;:ub£ic int?mst. The
Resale Interconnection Agreement between NOW and SWBT is a negotiated ngrccmcnt bctwccn
NOW and SWBT and there is no evidence indicating that the Agreemcnt should be rc;ecled

- pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §252(¢)(2)(A). Therefore, the Resale Interconnection Agreemem ﬁlcd by
SWBT and NOW on December 5. 1997, should be and is hereby approved pu:nuant to'Sec.
252(e) of the 1996 Act, 47 U.S.C. §252(c) '

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.

This <5 ' day of February, 1998. % M
e ’ |
Vemkl - - i (12X

Sam . Branom Jr., Com:mssloner

J - : B b
) Juligs;‘%(y:y’,\&) xss%
Jan Sanders é 3 ‘

Secretary of the Commission

|
|
|
|

|
|
|
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ) g | i
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY ) : :

AND SOUTHWESTERN BELL WIRELESSFOR ) DOCKET NO. 97-441-U |
APPROVAL OF AN INTERCONNECTION ) ORDERNO. 2\ i
AGREEMENT UNDER THE ) . B
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 199 ) ! .
] i
| :
|

|

|

ORDER i
On Decezaber 9, 1997, Southwestern Bel Telsphons Company (SWBT) and L |

Southwestern Bell Wircless (SBW) filed a Joint Application requesting appt;pval of ah
Interconnection Agreement (Agrecment) between SWBT and SBW pursuant to the |

i
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). According to the Joint Apphcauon the .

Agreement was negotiated and executed pursuant to the temms of the 1996 Act |
The 1996 Act requires that any negotiated interconnection agreemen't shal} bc!submittcd l

to the State commission for epproval. The Commission shall approve or reJect the agrecment |
within ninety (90) days of the date it is subminted by the parties to the agrecment or the

agreement is deemed approved. 47 U.S.C. §252(e). :
|

The 1996 Act specifies that the Commission may only reject: |

(A) an agreement (or any portion thereof) adopted by negéuauon
under subsection (a) if it finds that -
(i) the agreement (or portion thereof) dlscnmmates agmnSL |
a lecommunications carrier not a party to the agmeemam or |
(ii) the implementation of such agreement or ponion is ‘
not consistent with the public interest, convenience, and !
necessity; . . . 47 US.C. §252(e}(2). - |
=
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There was no evidence presented ia the filed comments that the Inlerconnectzor; 1
Agreement between SWBT and SBW discriminates against a mlecommumcmxons Lamgr that is l
1ot a party to the Agreement or that the Agreemeat is not consistent with the publm mt:rcst. The g
Interconnection Agreement between SBW and SWBT is a negotiated agreemenl between SBW i
and SWBT and there is no evidence that the Agreement should be rejected pursuam to 47~ US.C. !
§252()(2)(A). Therefore, the Interconnection Agreement filed by SWBT a.nd SBW orlx "
December 9, 1997, should be and is hereby approved pursuant to Sec. 252(e) of the 1996 Act, 47 i

U.S.C. §252(e)

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.

_"& day of February, 1998, /é/ M |

Tt Tbidle (rive) L
Jan Sanders .
Secretary of the Commission ' '



