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On November 8, 1999, AT&T Communications of Texas, Toleport Communications
Houston, and TCG Dallas (AT&T) fled 8 complaint against Southwestzm Bell Telephone
Campany (SWBT) seeking to mndify the Interconnection Agreemont between the partiss and 1o
eliminate thms non-recurting charges for provisioning existing combinarions of unbundled
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uotwark clemants. On February 24, 2000, the United States Court of Appsals for the Fifth
Circuit semanded PUC Docket No. 16189 22 al to the Commission for further proceedings.
Following the remand, a March 8, 2000 pre-hearing conference was held with AT&T, SWBT
and MCT Wordcom, Inc. (MCIW) t discuss whether the remandad issues wero sufficiently
similar to thase peading in Dacket No. 21622 50 a3 to justify consolidation of the two cases. It
was the parties’ consensus that the issues were sufficiently cimiler. Thereafter, oo March 18,
2000, MCIW filed its Camplint in Docket No. 22290.

The Arbivaiars find that the issues in Docket No. 21622 and Dacket No. 22290 are
sufficieatly similar; therefore, the two dockets are consolidared.  The following issies. as sst
farth by the parties, will be addressed in the consalidated proceeding:

1. Inligiht of AT&ET Corp., ez al v. lowa Urilivies Board, et al., 525 US. 366, 119 8. Cr.
721 (1999), and the Federal Commurications Commisgion (FCC) rules affirmed in
thet decision, is SWBT entitled 1o impose on AT&T and MCIW, in addition to
electronic service arder charges, the nan-recurring charges far loops, parts, and cross-
cannects, ardsred by the Cammission in Dacket No. 16266, when AT&T ar MCIW
arders existing unbundied actwark clemsntn (UNE) cambinanons to serve a
custamer?

2. Is these dequats cost suppost s reguined by the federal Telecommunicstians Act and
the FCC's hmplementing rules, in the secard in Docket No. 16266 to suppart the
current non-recurming chargss far loops, parts, and cross-comnects imposed whan
AT&T aor MCIW arders existing UNE combinations w sarve a customes?

3. Shanld the Interconnestion Agresment provisions related to the non-recunting chargss
be modified to canform 1o the Commission's decision an Issue Nos. 1 and 2? If so,
what ghould be the effective date of the modificarion?

4. In Light of AT&ET v. Jowqg Utllizies Board and the RCC’s tules affimned in tha
decision, i8 SWBT obligated wn combinz UNEs in new combinations as ardered by
AT&T or MCIWT?

S. Shodld the hterconnection Agreement provisians relazed to Issue No. 4 be modified
1o conform to the Commission’s decision on Issue No. 47 If so, what should be the
effecuve date of the modifications?
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These issues are 0 be addressed in Phase I of this proceeding.  Other issues relating 1o cost
support may be addressed in Phase II of this proceeding, which will commence after the
completion of Phase 1. Addirionally, as other issues arise in this proceeding, they may be added
to the above list

The following sgreed procedural schedule is adopted for the first phase of this
proceading: initial hriefs arc 1o be filed by Apeil S, 2000, and reply briefa are to be filed by April
19, 2000.

A

SIGNED AT AUSTIN, TEXAS the 4% day of April, 2000.
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DONNA L.NELSON
ARBITRATOR

NARA V. SRINIVASA
ARBITRATOR




