Todd F. Silbergeld SBC Communications Inc.
Director 1401 I Street, N.W.

Federal Regulatory Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20005
Phone 202 326-8888
Fax 202 408-4806

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED
May 1, 1998

NOTICE OF EX PARTE PRESENTATION

(OCKET FILF GOPY ORiGiva;

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas

v
Secretary MAY -1 1998
Federal Communications Commission P
b CCREATIRS (OMMIBSION
1919 M Street, NW OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Washington, DC 20554

Re: In the Matters of Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a
Southwestern Bell Long Distance for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in
Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 97-121fand Request by ALTS for Clarification of the
Commission’s Rules Regarding Reciprocal Compensation for Information Service
Provider Traffic, CCB/CPD No. 97-30

Dear Ms. Salas:

Please be advised that yesterday, Dale (Zeke) Robertson, Senior Vice President,
SBC Telecommunications, Inc., and I met with Richard Metzger, Richard
Welch, and Linda Kinney in connection with the above-referenced proceedings.
The purpose of the meeting was to provide the staff with a status report
regarding SBC’s meetings on section 271 competitive checklist compliance and
various state regulatory proceedings concerning section 271 relief. In addition,
we provided the attached document (Attachment 2) concerning reciprocal
compensation involving Internet service providers and competitive local
exchange carriers.

Should you have any questions concerning the foregoing, do not hesitate to
contact me. In accordance with the Commission’s rules, an original and one
copy of this notification are submitted herewith.

Respectfully submitted,

ok}
No. of Copies rec'd *Qﬁ

Attachments List ABCDE
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cc: Mr. Metzger
Mr. Welch /

Ms. Kinney
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PLANNED PRE-FILING MEETING SCHEDULE FOR 271 ISSUES
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SBC’S SUCCESS IN OPENING ITS LOCAL MARKETS: SIGNIFICANT LOCAL
COMPETITION EXISTS AND IS GROWING

March 1998 Report

SBC (Southwestern Bell Telephone, Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell) has dedicated significant
resources and investment to open its markets to local competition and to comply with all
requirements contained in the 1996 Telecommunications Act. As described in detail below, SBC
has made available products. services and systems required by Section 251 and the competitive
checklist of the 1996 Act. and competitive local exchange carriers (““CLECs”) have ordered and
are actually using these checklist services and products to provide local service in all seven SBC

states.

These indicators provide irrefutable evidence that new entrants are obtaining the network
elements that they need from SBC to provide local service, that they are providing such
exchange services to end users and that their ability to enter the market is unambiguous. Taken
together, these data demonstrate that entry requirements into the local market in SBC's states
have been eliminated. that competitive entryv is occurring and that SBC has lost more than
849.100 lines to CLECs in SBC's states. As a result of SBC’s compliance efforts, CLECs now
have everything they need to compete against SBC and can use resale, interconnection or
unbundled network elements to compete for and take SBC customers.

SB(C’s Capital and Expense Invesiments To Open Its Markets

e Since the passage of the 1996 Act on February 6, 1996, SBC has devoted significant
financial. technical and personnel resources to implement the market- and network-opening
requirements of Sections 251 and 252 of the Act.  SBC has spent more than $1 billion and
devoted more than 3.300 emplovees to implement the Act and open its local markets to
competition- Including but not limited to equipment, computer hardware, software and
manpower. By the end of 1998. SBC estimates that it will have spent a total of $1.5 billion
making certain 1t meets the requirements of the Act.

Interconnection Agreements
e Signed Agreements: SBC and CLECs have signed 280 interconnection and resale
agreements within SBC's seven-state service area.

e PUC Approved Agreements: The various state commissions have approved 214 SBC-CLEC
mmterconnection and resale agreements. These approved agreements give the CLECs
evervthing they say thev need to provide local services and compete against SBC. There are
a large number of PUC approved agreements in each of SBC’s states: Texas: 88; California:
27 Kansas: 240 Arkansas: 21: Oklahoma: 19, Missouri: 22 and Nevada: 13 approved
agreements.

o Current Negotiations: SBC currently 1s in the process of negotiating more than 400 additional
interconnection and resale agreements.

CLECs Competing Against SBC

e As of the end of Februany 1998. more than 165 CLECs were operational in SBC’s territory
and passing resale. interconnection or UNE orders to SBC. Ninety CLECs were passing
orders in Texas alone.




SBC Access Lines Lost to CLECs

Through the end of February 1998. more than 849,100 access lines have been lost to CLECs
through resale or through the establishment of new facilities-based service by CLECs in
SBC’s seven-state service area. Over 575,000 SBC lines have been resold by CLECs and
more than 272,000 additional customers are being served on a facilities-basis by CLECs 1n
SBC’s territory.

e The approximate number of lines lost to CLECs in SBC's 7 states on a resale and
facilities-basis is:

Resale Resale Resale Resale

Total Residential  Business Priv. Coin
a) California: 259.000 145,000 107,000 6,900
b) Texas: 244.000 186,000 46,000 11,000
c) Kansas: 35.800 17,100 18,600 0
d) Oklahoma: 13.300 11,100 2,200 13
e) Arkansas: 11.994 10.600 1,300 0
f) Missoun 9.000 4,000 4,900 0
g) Nevada 3.400 699 2,700 0
RESOLD LINES: 576.300 375.300 182,700 18,300

FACIL.-BASED
LINES LOST: 272.800

SBC TOTAL
LINES LOST: 849.100

Resale activity is significant and growing in SBC's termitory.  SBC has demonstrated that its
OSS can process CLEC resale orders in an accurate and timely manner without any backlogs.
Resale activity (approximately 32500 hnes lost) stabilized in February, 1998, and this
situation was primanly the result of decisions by AT&T and MCI to de-emphasize their
residential resale activities. Nevertheless. even 1f the major IXCs chose for their own internal
business reasons not to take advantage of the residential resale option made available to them
by SBC because thev do like the resale pricing decisions make by the PUCs, there can be no
dispute that SBC has met 1ts obligations under the Act to make resale available to
competitors. The figures listed above demonstrate that SBC has made available to CLECs all
the systems and services thev need to compete on a resale basis in each of SBC's states.

FACILITIES-BASED COMPETITION STATUS:

The following figures demonstrate that SBC has opened its local markets to competition and that
SBC 1s providing CLECs with the faciliues and network elements they request from SBC in
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order to compete on a facilities-basis in the local exchange market. Information is not available
to SBC to identifv with precise the full extent of facilities-based competition in each of its states.
Available indicators underestimate the extent of facilities-based competition and are imperfect
measures of competitive entry because each captures only that part of entry that requires action
bv SBC and does not capture the extent of facilities-based self-supply being undertaken by
CLECs. Nevertheless, a review of CLEC E-911 listings and numbers ported demonstrates that
there is significant and growing facilities-based competition in SBC's states and that more than
272,800 lines are being served on a facilities-basis by CLECs in SBC's states.

e SBC is making available to CLECs through 214 PUC-approved interconnection agreements
and 1ts new and modified svstems and networks, all products, services and systems that
CLECs need to provide facilities-based or UNE-based local service to residential and
business customers.

CLEC E-911 Numbers—First Indicator of Facilities-Based Competition

e CLEC listuings in the E-911 database 1s one indicator of access lines being served on a
facilities basts by facilities-based camers. These listings show that CLECs serve at least
272,800 lines in SBC's 7 states on a facilities basis. CLECs have requested
E-911 service for more than 272.800 lines from their own NXX Codes that were
assigned to them to provide facilities-based service.

o In Califorma alone. 14 facilities-based carmers serve more than 243,000 lines on a facilities
basis. based on E-911 listings. CLEC E-911 listings indicate that there is at least the
following number of lines being served on a facilities-basis in the other SBC states: Texas:
13.854: Oklahoma: 11.802; Missouni: 1.657; Arkansas: 1,400; and Kansas: 1.111
facilities-based lines.

\umbers Ported—Second Indicator of Facilities-Based Competition

*  More than 44.600 existing SBC lines have been ported via interim number portability to
facilines-based competitors. This 1s one indicator of facilities-based competition that has
occurred in SBC's seven states. but 1t underestimates the actual amount of facilities-based
competition that has occurred.  Each of the numbers ported represents conversion of an
existing Iine from SBC to a facihties-based CLEC provider. It should be noted, however, that
lines do not have to be ported when CLECs serve new lines/customers on a facilities-basis
and that SBC has no precise method for determining exactly how many additional lines or
customers are being served by facilities-based providers 1n its seven states.

UNEs. Interconnection and Other Faciliues-Based Products Provided By SBC to CLECs

e Interconnection Trunks: SBC's provisioning of local interconnection trunks is an indicator
that actual local exchange traffic 1s being exchanged between CLECs and SBC. SBC has
provisioned more than 216.000 one-and two-way interconnection trunks to CLECs in SBC’s
seven-state service area. These trunks allow CLECs to connect their networks and customers
to SWBT s network. 128.000 of these trunks were provisioned in California and 86,000
interconnection trunks were provided to CLECs in the SWBT five-state region.

e DUnbundled Loops: Unbundled loops are the direct connection between the local network and
customer's premises. CLECs can provision loops themselves, or they can lease unbundled
loops from SBC or other suppliers. Because CLECs can self-provision loops, the number of

-
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unbundled loops provided by SBC understates the extent of existing facilities-based
competition. Nevertheless, more than 41,000 unbundled loops have been provisioned by
SBC to CLECs in SBC'’s seven states. In addition, more than 270 unbundled switch ports
have been requested by and provided to CLECs by SBC.

CLEC Collocation Arrangements: Collocation is an important measure of competitive
facilities-based presence because once a competitor is collocated in an SBC central office it
has access to every loop connected to that central office. More than 285 physical collocation
arrangements are operational in SBC''s seven-state service area -- 54 of these are in SWBT's
region, with 219 in Califormia’ Nevada.

250 physical collocation arrangements (78 in SWBT and 143 in California’Nevada) are
currentlv being worked on and pending completion.

More than 50 virtual collocation arrangements are operational in SWBT's five-state territory,
with an additional 6 virtual collocation arrangements pending completion.

E-911 Trunks: CLECs have requested and SBC has provisioned 526 operational E-911
trunks to CLECs in SBC’s seven-state service area. Of this number, 372 are located in
California and about 152 are in SWBT states.

DA/OS Trunks: More than 700 Directorv/Operator Assistance trunks have been provisioned
by SWBT to CLECs in the five SWBT states.

Reciprocal Compensation — Another Indicator That SBC's Networks Are Open

Reciprocal compensation minutes of use 1s another indicator that demonstrates that actual
local traffic is being exchanged between CLECs and SBC. A substantial amount of traffic
has been exchanged between SBC and CLECs, with most of that traffic (and the
corresponding reciprocal compensation) going from SBC to the CLECs. For example, more
than 3.3 bilkon minutes of local traffic (excluding Internet traffic) has been exchanged
between SWBT/Pacific Bell Nevada Bell and CLECs over interconnection trunks. More
than 90% of this local traffic has been exchanged from SBC to CLEC networks. It should
be noted. that these minutes do not capture all local minutes being generated by CLECs
because thev do not include CLEC-10-CLEC traffic or on-net (i.e.. intra-CLEC) traffic.

In addition. the fact that an additional 3.7 billion minutes of Internet traffic has been
exchanged between SBC and CLEC networks also demonstrates that SBC's networks have
been opened to competition. These minutes-of-use numbers confirm that SBC’s networks
are open to and connect with CLEC networks.

Telephone Numbers Requested By and Assigned to CLECs

More than 1.922 NXX codes (each code representing 10,000 numbers) have been assigned to
CLECs in SBC's seven-state service area, with an additional 120 assignments pending. In
other words. CLECs have requested and SBC has assigned 19.2 million telephone numbers
to CLECs 1n 1ts seven states: more than 10.9 million numbers have been requested by CLECs
in California and an additional 8.2 millhion numbers have been requested in SWBT’s five
states.



Access to SBC White Page Directones

CLEC information can be included in all White Page directonies tn SBC's seven state service
areas. SBC has provided more than 417,000 white page listings for CLEC customers.

Access to SBC Poles and Conduits

SBC has provided competitors with access to more than 373.000 of its poles and
approximately 7.5 million feet of conduit space for their use to compete against SBC 1n its
seven states.

CLEC Orders Handled by SBC’s OSS and Local Service Centers

Since the 1996 Act passed. SBC's OSS and Local Service Center personnel have handied
more than 1.5 million service orders from CLECs to order facilities, network elements and
resold or second lines for their customers. change or add vertical services etc. Almost 1
million orders from CLECs have been processed in the SWBT five-state region and more
than 560,000 orders have been processed in California/Nevada. The fact that SWBT
processed more than 730.000 orders in 1997, and an additional 135,000 orders in February
1998 alone, without a backlog. 1s strong evidence that SBC has developed state-of-the-art
OSS and that these svstems are being used by CLECs to compete in the local market against
SWBT. Orders are also being processed in Califonia in a similar timely and accurate
manner without any backlogs.

SBC also demonstrated in Texas that 1ts OSS (which is the same system used in all five
SWRBT states) could handle large increases in volumes from CLECs. Over 843.000 CLEC
service orders tn Texas have been processed. with over 105,000 orders processed in February
1998 alone. SBC's OSS and Local Service Centers have handled the increased volume of
service orders without expeniencing a backlog.

Conclusion

The resale. interconnection. facihues-based and OSS-related numbers listed above, provide
strong and compelling evidence that SBC has opened each of its seven states to resale,
facilities-based and UNE compeution and that SBC provides CLECs with all the systems and
services they need to capture SBC's local customers.

A neutral examination of the record unequivocally confirms that SBC has complied with the
1996 Act and has opened 1ts local markets to competition.

4/02/98 Report Date
Data through /98 unless otherwise noted



A Competition
-
SBC meets the 14 point competitive checklist

M Interconnection M White Pages Directory Listings
» 214 Approved Agreements » 417,733 listings

M Unbundled Network Element Access | Nondiscriminatory Access to Number
» 56,100 UNE elements purchased assignment

M Nondiscriminatory Access to Outside » 1,922 NXX codes assigned/opened

Plant » 12 NXX codes pending

» 7.5 million duct feet occupied »  Ability to serve 19+ million lines

» 373 thousand pole attachments %] Nondiscriminatory access to Signaling
M Unbundled Local Loops and Databases
» 41,089 loops purchased M Number Portability
M Unbundled Local Transport » 44,607 INP Lines Converted
» 341 Collocation Instances | Dialing Parity
M Unbundled Local Switching M Reciprocal Compensation
272 Switch Ports » 3.1 Billion MOUs exchanged in 1997
[Vl Nondiscriminatory Access to 911, (excludes internet MOUs)
Directory Assistance and Call M Resale
Completion Services » 563 CLECSs have filed, 446 certified
» 526 E911 Trunks » 166 CLECs sending orders in 1998
722 DA/OA Trunks » 576,361 access lines

ComboX.ppt Updated on 3/27/98 20




SBC Resold Lines - Cumulative Resale Lines Lost to CLECs

Southwestern Bell Telephone
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SBC -Resold Lines - Monthly Resale Lines Lost to CLECs

Southwestern Bell Telephone

45 00C
40 0CC -
35000
30.000

25.000 : -
20.000 -
15.00C
10000 - - =T
5000 -
ST i I
J F M A M J J A S @] N D

3 Buswiness . Residence
Pacific Beli

45.000
40.000
35.000
30.000
25.000
20 000
15.000
10.000

I I l
M A M J J A S

C—  Business _ W Q[esidence

=2 Business - Residence

2-5.98 145



SBC's Section 251 / Checklist Provisioning Status

X |End of Month Report T R
| |Data through: 398 (uniess otherwise noted) Date Produced. 4/23/98
| IShaded data through 2/98 (unless otherwise noted)
# CHECKLIST DESCRIPTION PRODUCTS PROVIDED AR CA NV SBC TOTAL
1{interconnection for the transmission Total Trunks Trunks Provided to CLECs 4.749 162,559 _1982f
and routing of telephone exchange One Way Trunks (SBC to CLEC) 3319 ETYI7 0
service and exchange access at any One Way Trunks (CLEC to SBC) 572 2.040 0
technically feasible point within the Two Way Trunks 858 147,007 1.992
carner’s network Physical Collocation e b T
Operational Cages [ 108 0
Pending Cages 2 92 1
Virtual Collocation Y T
Operational Arrangements 2 V) 0 57
Pending Arrangements 0 1 ) 0] 3
Number of Collocated Wire Centers (No(e 1) o 3 B we] of 7
2[Nondiscriminatory access to network Number of CLECs passing orders in 1996 12 ﬁ q 177
|etements Total orders processed (2/6/96 - 3/98) © 43357 658.79:] 2244 1767789
(In addition. See Items 3-6 below) Manusl 42 662 100% in 1 2,244
_Electronic 695 o%inigesl 0O _
Total orders proonud in 1997 * 19.0. 491,327 1.299 1,223 48
Manual 19,0;3 ~ 80% 1299 T
Electronic o ~20% Of
Total orders processed In 1998 * 24322 Tag1e2| 7 845 iﬁi&ﬁ
Manual 23,627 284 345
Electronic 6895] 69.718 0|
Total orders processed in March 1988 * 6,964 28,897 2680 150,584
Manual 6269 8,381 280
Electronic 695 20,51 0|
3| Nondiscriminatory access to poles. Total Number of Poles Attached (Note 2) 112 370, 3737
ducts, conduits and rights of way Total Feet of Duct Occupied (Note 2) 107.623; 7.236,650 18,225 8,100, 1
4{Local ioop transmission from the centrat Unbundied Loops 326 33873 57200 41978}
office to the customer's premises, unbundied from
local switching of other services
5|Local transport from the trunk side of a Unbundied Transport
wireline local exchange carrier switch Dedicated Transport Available? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
unbundied from switching or other services. Shared Transport Available? Yes Yes Yeos Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
6{Local switching unbundied from transport, Unbundied Switch Ports 0 4] 1 1) 1 164 149 [ 313
local loop transmission or other services.
7|Nondiscriminatory access to 911 and E911 Trunks (not included in iter 1 Total) 16 16 14 18 126 190] 426 [ 622,
E911, directory assistance, and operator - DAJOA Trunks (not included in item 1 Total) 64] o 78 64 594 800 qQ - 802
calt compietion services CLECs using Directory Assistance Service 7 11 14y 9 90 102]  DataNot DstaNot | =
(Note 3 & Special Note 3) Avsilable Avaifable
- CLECs using "0" Call Completion Service 7 1" 14 9 89; 102, Data Not Data Not
(Note 3 & Special Note 3) ] W - Available Available
Are CLECS offered E-911 service directly to i T )
government bodies or lmuconnemng with Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
SBC's existing service 9 . B T Y S B . . -
Number of Faciiities Based CLEC End - B B
User E-811 Listings
- Residence 0 [ 2 29 2937 3.038] Validated Number Pending 3.038
- Business 1,400 111 1.857 11,802 11,007 28977 26.977|
- Total 1,400 1,111 1,858 11,801 13.944 30,015 [ 0 30,015
8)White pages directory listing for customers of other {Number of CLEC End User White Pages Listings
carner's telephone exchange service. {NV alo 12/97)
 Resale 11,985 26,281 8176 14,599 175.682 237.743} 185,668 1.j 424.553'
- Facilites Based 267 136 454 554 2411 3.622 9.440 547 13.809)
- Total 12,2682 26,417 9,630 15,163 178,103} 241,565] 195,108 1. 438,362
™5 [Nondiscriminatory 1o teleph Telephone Numbers Provided to CLECs
numbers for assignment to the omu - Numbers Assigned 120,000 70.000 710,000 330,000 7,170.000; 8.400.000! 12,150,000 30,000 20,580.000
{carrier's telaphone exchange service - Numbers Pending Assig 0 0 0 0 60.000 60,000 740,000 0 800.000
[customers. (Note 4)

Produced by Industry Markets -
Marketing and Planning



z End of Month Report
|| Data through: 398 (uniess otherwise noted)
Shaded data through 2/98 (uniess otherwise noted)

SBC's Section 251 / Checklist Provisioning Status

B E A

Date Produced: 4/23/98

SWETs
L 4 CHECKLIST DESCRIPTION PRODUCTS PROVIDED AR KS MO OK X 5 States CA NV SBC TOTAL
10} Nondiscriminatory access to databases and Access to 800, Line Information
associated signaling necessary for call routing and | Database (LiDB), Caliing Name Delivery
completion " Database (CNAM), and SS7 Signaling Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Network Available?
11]interim number portability through Lines Converted via INP |
RCF or DID trunks Each line ported Residential Lines 0 [] [ 0 37 37 Res/Bus Split Pending a7
represents conversion of an existing line from Business Lines 1,268 580 958 9,292 14,813 26,911 26.911
SBC to a facilities-based provider. Total 1,268 580 958 9,282 14,850] 26,948 25,197 5,081 57,208
12|Nondiscriminatory access to services Are additional access codes or digits needed to
and information required to allow compiete local calls to or from :&C customers? No No No No No No No No No
implementation of dialing pari intrat ATA tolt dialing parity available concurrent
g parity with SBC's provm:ng of interexchange service? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
13[Reciprocal compensation arrangerments Minutes of Use Exchanged Over
(Note 5) interconnection Trunks Since 1/1/97 (in Millions)
From SBC to CLEC 224 0 298 1141 2127 378 Si 28810 10.4 32702
From CLEC to SBC (CA 66 4} 00 108 1339 1513 40t 1 0.0
- does not inc! Jan-98 NV - Pending} 552 4
Total 280 0 296 124.9 346 6| 530.1 3,282 1 10.4 38226
Minutes of Use Exchanged Over
Interconnection Trunks In March 1998
From SBC to CLEC 2.129.340 o] 6.544 623! 13,598,157 16,114,127 38,384,247 9,724,002 Pending 48,108 249
From CLEC to SBC 15.256 0 0} 2.365.337 17.603 2,396,198 56,185.117 Pending 58.583.313,
Total 2.144,596 0] 6,544,623} 15961454 16,131 .730I 40,782,443 65,909,119 0 106,681,562
14| Offering for resaie at wholesale prices Resold Access Lines
any lelecommunications services Business Lines (Simple and Complex} 1.368 20681 5811 2726 108,102 1,452 194,790
offered at retail to subscribers who Private Coin Lines 0 0 0 13 7.548 of 17.877
are not themsetves carriers - Residential Lines 12,123 19,408 7.771 13,400 139,691 384 386,568
- Totat 13,491 40,089 13,582 16,139 258,339 1.816[ 599,035
Note 1: CA collocated wired centers total reflects physical arrangements only. * CA Ovder Volumes include Resale activity only. Al others include
Note 2: CA and NV data updated quarterly. CA Total Feet of Duct Occupied reflects both IXC and CLEC facilities. Resale and Facilities Based orders.
Note 3. SWET total counts sach CLEC once, although it may appear in multiple states. ** KS does have OA/DA trunks. In process of spiitting those OA/DA trunks
Special Note 3: January report courted CLECS operating within a state as both terminating and counted in KC, MO that serve both KS and MO.
a reselier and facilities based provider as two CLECs. This report counts the CLEC only once.
Note 4. Each NXX Code equats 10,000 telephone numbers.
Note 5: Totals do not inciude disputed | i of use. H , the fact that over 3.712B minutes of internet traffic have been
exchanged between SBC and CLEC networks in 1997 and 1998 also demonstrates that SBC's networks have been opened to competition.
SWHBT 1997 and 1998 totals include only Local and Optional EAS traffic. PB 1997 totals also include intral ATA toll.
BWET's
CLECSs with Certifications AR KS MO oK ™ 5 States CA NV SBC TOTAL
- Number Approved 17 43 k.:} 34 156 206 116 52| 454
- Number Pending 27 12 18 17 22, 96| 33 8 137
|CLEC interconnection Agreements
Number Signed 28 ) % 34 112 246 32 13 791
- Number Approved 24 25 23 19 89) 180) 27 13 220
Number of Arbitrations Completed 1 3 3 1 " 19, 4 0| 23|
* Number of Arbitrations In Progress 1 [ 0 0 1 2 0 1 3
- Number Under Negotiation 55 52 81 58 131 357 35 23| 415,

Produced by Industry Markets -
Marketing and Planning
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NHS COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, |
NTS COMMUNICATIONS, INC
OMNI PRISM COMMUNICATIONS, INC
OMNIPLEX COMMUNICATIONS GROUF
OP TEL (TEXAS) TELECOM, INC.

NETWORK OPERATOR SERVICES, INC.

CONCEPTS, IN

HARED COMMPNICATIONS SE VlCES
SLO CELLULS R INC.

SPRINT ‘
STERLING INTERNATIONAL FUNDING
TAYLOR COMMUNJICATIONS GROUP
TEL-LINK ’
TELENETWORK, INOC SN
TELEPORT COMMUNI|CATIONS GROUP
TELIGENT, INC.
TIME WARNER -
U S WEST INTERPBISE AMERICA, INC.
U.S. LONG DISTANCE
U.S. ONLIN
U.S. TELCU, INC.

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY
UNIVRRSAL TELEPHONE
VAL§-LINE

WESTRERN OKLAHOMA LONG DISTANCE
AR WIRELESS OF TEXAS

PREFERRED CARRIER SERVICES, INC -

OMMUNICATIONS, L.L. c



~* S;THAT HAVE MET ARKANSAS REGULATORY

RESIDENTlAL CUSTOMERS

\/ Tanff or Price Llst Required

*BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
+ARKANSAS COMM|SOUTH
«CONNECT COMMUNICATIONS
+FAST CONNECTIONS INC
*MAX-TEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC
PREFERRED CARRIER SERVICES, INC
*STERLING INTERNATIONAL FUNDING
*U.S. LONG DISTANCE (

*U.S. TELCO, INC.

9 CLECS




| CS THAT HAVE MET CALIFORNIA REGULATORY
UIREMENTS AND COULD OFFER A COMPETITIVE
;;CHOI«CE TO RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

‘/ Approved Interconnection Agreement
v Approved Certificate

V' Statewide Coverage
v’ Tariff or Price List Required

IBER COMMUNICATIONS | o
ONTINENTAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA 3
CALIFORNIA TELCOM, INC.
RIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.
ECOMMUNICATIONS

14 CLECS

TRO

/ORLDCOM

~*ePacWest TELECOMM, INC.
*SLO CELLULAR, INC.
*SPECTRANET

*SPRINT @BQ

*TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP




11 CLECS Ve

‘/ Tari

PR s T e e A R

STATEWIDE

*FAST CONNECTIONS INC

*FEIST LONG DISTANCE SERVICE, INC
*KANSAS COMM SOUTH

*‘MAX-TEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC
*PREFERRED CARRIER SERVICES, INC
*QCE, IN

*STERLING INTERNATION UNDING
*U.S. TELCO, INC.

*UNIVERSAL TELEPHONE

*VALU-LINE

roved Certificate
wide Coverage

r Price List Required

KANSAS CITY AREA

CS THAT HAVE MET KANSAS REGULATORY
-EMENTS AND OFFER A COMPETITIVE CHOICE TO
CUSTOMERS

pproved Interconnection Agreement

*ACSI




?..LEcs THAT HAVE MET 1///550U7;) REGULATORY
UIREMENTS AND COULD OFFER A COMPETITIVE
'CHOICE TO RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

‘/ Approved Interconnectlon Agreement
Approved Certlficate

\/ Statewide (:overage
v/ Tariff or Price List Required

9 CLECS

*ACSI
*BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
*DIAL US

*FAST CONNECTIONS INC
*INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS
*MAX-TEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC
*MFS/WORLDCOM

*MISSOURI COI SOUTH

*STERLING INTERNATIONAL FUNDING




CLECS THAT HAVE MET NEVADA REGULATORY
Q! "JREMENTS AND COULD OFFER A COMPETITIVE

Approved Certificate
\/ Statewide Coverage

8 CLECS

*ACM, INC.

* BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
*EASY CELLULAR, INC.

PHOENIX FIBERLINK OF NEVADA
*QTEL, INC.
*SHARED COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES INC.

@B@ *TEL-LINK

U S WEST INTERPRISE AMERICA, INC.




CLECS THAT HAVE MET OKLAHOMA REGULATORY
'REQUIREMENTS AND COULD OFFER A COMPETITIVE
* CHOICE TO RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

v Approved Interconnection Agreement | J
Approved Certificate | =

\/ Statewide Coverage

\/ Tariff or Price List Required

10 CLECS

‘ACSI
*BROOKS FIBER| COMMUNICATIONS
*CHICKASAW TELECOMMUNICATIONS\SERVICES, INC.
*COX OKLAHOMA TELCOM o
*DIAL TONE USA, INC.
*DOBSON WIRELESS, INC.
*FAST CONNECTIONS\INC.
*OKLAHOMA COMM SOUTH

*U.S. LONG DISTANCE @B@

*WESTERN OKLAHOMA LONG DISTANCE




61 CLECS

’HOICE TO RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

v Approved:'Interconnectlon Agreement
‘/ Statewule C”'verage | v’ Qariff or P List Required

STATEWIDE SERVICES

*ACSI
*ACCUTEL OF TEXAS,

*AMERICAN METROCOMM/TEXAS, IN
*AMERICAN TELCO, INC.
*AMERITECH COMM. INTL, INC.

*AT&T

*AUSTICO TELECOMNY

*AUSTIN BESTLINE.

-BROOKS FIBER COMMU}
«CAPITAL TELECOMMUNIEAY
-CAPROCK COMMUNICATIO

*CFL TELEPHONE

+«CHOCTAW COMMUNICATION 48
+CSW/ICG CHOICECOM, L.P.

*CYTEL

*DIAL TONE USA, INC. .
*E Z TALK COMMUNICATION *NHS CO ME

ERVICES INCORPOF
INC. i

*REITZ RENTALS
*RUTH RIZA
*SPRINT

*TEL-LINK

*TELIGENT, INC.

*TIME WARNER

Approved Certificate

*PREMIERE NETWORK SERVICES, INC.
*PROGRESSIVE CONCEPTS, INC. ‘

*STERLING INTERNATIONAL FUNDING
*TAYLOR COMMUNICATIONS GROUP

*TELENETWORK, INC.

f‘cuscs THAT HAVE MET TEXAS REGULATORY

sge) ;

*TEXAS COMM SOUTH

IRVICES, INC.  -U S WEST INTERPRISE AMERICA, INC.

5 GROUP, INC. *U.S. LONG DISTANCE
*EASY CELLULAR, INC. *NTS COM A 8, INC *U.S. ONLINE COMMUNICATIONS, L.L.C.
*EXPRESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS +OMNI PRISM CATIONS, INC. *U.S. TELCO, INC. :
*FAST CONNECTIONS INC +OMNIPLEX GO TIONS GROUP *VALU-LINE




LECS THAT HAVE MET TEXAS REGULATORY
REQUIREMENTS AND COULD OFFER A COMPETITIVE
_CHOICE TO RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS :

Tariff ok Price List Required

%'Approved lnterconnectlon Agreement
v Approved Certlflcate

CLECS wrrH ,PECIFIED VICE AREAS

8-FORTHWORTH AREA

, L.L.C.
00D COMMUNICATIONS
ESOURCES

WEST TEX
*UNITED TELEPHONE

WIRELESS OF TEXAS

WMN/BEAUMONT AREA

SICPHONE, INC.
KINGSGATE
‘OPHONIT INC.
*TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP
WINSTAR WIRELESS OF TEXAS

-TELEPORT COMMUNICATIO!

sde

COMMUNICATIONS GROUP' “',



U. S. Department of Justice

Antitrust Division

Ciry Center Building
1401 H Street. NW
Washingion, DC 20530

March 6, 1998

Liam S. Coonan, Esq.

Senior Vice President and
Assistant General Counsel

SBC Communications, Inc.

175 E. Houston Street

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Re: SBC Performance Measures

Dear Mr. Coonan:

As part of the Department’s commitment to work with all Bell companies on
relevant issues in advance of their section 271 applications, the Department of Justice
and SBC Communications, Inc. (“SBC”) have, as you know, been spending considerable
time discussing issues relating to wholesale support processes and performance
measures. In that regard, you have provided us with a draft list of proposed
performance measures, a list that you have supplemented as our discussions have
progressed.

Attachment A is a comprehensive list of performance measures. With the
qualifications set forth below, we are satisfied that the performance measures listed
in Attachment A, to which SBC has agreed,’ would be sufficient, if properly
implemented, to satisfy the Department’s need for performance measures for
evaluating a Section 271 application filed in the not-too-distant future.

We appreciate SBC's engagement with the Department on satisfying our
competitive assessment in advance of a filing and look forward to working with you on
additional related issues. One such issue i1s whether the performance measures in
Attachment A have been “properly implemented,” since the majority of our discussions
have dealt with the performance measures themselves and since it is upon the actual
measures that this letter focuses. As vou can appreciate, there are important
repercussions that may arise from how the measures are implemented. For example,
definitional issues and other details connected with the measures themselves (such as

' As we have discussed with vou, the Department has agreed to narrow variances from
Attachment A in light of certain SBC processes and procedures. Specifically, we have agreed
that SBC need not provide separate operator services and directory assistance speed-of-answer
measurements for branded and unbranded calls and that SBC can limit its 911 measurements
to an error-clearing interval measure that is presently under development.



the basis upon which due dates and start and stop times are set in particular
measures) could significantly affect the meaning of the data. Thus, because we have
not yet reached agreement on issues such as data retention, presentation, and
reporting (e.g., disaggregation, reporting intervals and formats), and analysis, we
expect that Department staff and SBC will continue to work towards resolution of
these issues. We also expect that Department staff and SBC will discuss performance
standards and benchmarking, other important aspects of the Department’s
performance analysis.

Moreover, while we are satisfied at the present time that the measures set out
in Attachment A would, if properly implemented, suffice for present purposes,
performance measurement is a dynamic area and future developments could
necessitate changes in our views of appropriate performance measures. For example,
while the measures listed in Attachment A are structured to cover the provision of
unbundled network elements, once it becomes clear how unbundled network elements
will be provided so as to allow requesting carriers to combine such elements in order
to provide a telecommunications service, we may find that other measures are
necessary to assess performance in this situation. In addition, the development of new
services or new methods of providing existing services could necessitate additional
performance measures. Alternatively, through ongoing regulatory proceedings, our
own investigation, or otherwise, we might learn of additional risks, and even
occurrences, of discrimination of which we were not previously aware. Accordingly, we
would expect SBC to implement additional measures or modifications to existing
measures should it become apparent to the Department that they are necessary. On
the other hand, developments might reveal that certain measures were no longer
necessary and could be eliminated.

Our satisfaction with the performance measures set out in Attachment A must
be placed in its proper context. First, it 1s limited to the Department’s application of
its competitive standard. Under section 271, the Department i1s to evaluate
applications for Bell entrv using “any standard” the Department believes is
appropnate, and the FCC is required to give “substantial weight” to that evaluation.
As we have explained, our standard, in addition to the specific statutory prerequisites,
requires a demonstration that local markets in a state have been “fully and irreversibly
opened to competition,” and appropriate performance measures, standards, and
benchmarks are important to the Department’'s application of our competitive
standard.

Second, our conclusions relate only to the Department’s evaluation of section 271
applications and should not be construed as an expression of the Department’s views
concerning the appropriate resolution of any federal or state regulatory proceeding
relating to performance measures. The FCC and some state commissions have ongoing
proceedings considering both performance measures and performance standards,
including company-specific and state-specific issues. These proceedings may produce
performance measures different from, or in addition to, those described in
Attachment A.

I am hopeful that we can resolve the remaining issues expeditiously through our
ongoing discussions. | appreciate vour cooperation in addressing these issues and look



forward to our continuing mutual efforts. If you have any questions or suggestions

regarding these issues, please call.

Sincerely,

5 91 j iz ]

Donald J. Russell
Chief
Telecommunications Task Force



