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By the Cotmtissicn:

I. .JNl'PDtoc.rION

1. LexitelCorporation (Lexitel), on August 2, 1.984, filed a
petition with this Commission asking. US to, eS~Qlish and chair a .fbrun .fbr ,
resolving certain problems it claims to have encountered in seeking to
obtain equal acc;:ess interconnection with the facUitiesof various local
exchange carriers (ECs) • The Lexitel petition was joined by Teltec savings
Communications Co. (Teltec) in a separate August 2, 1.984fillng, and by
Allnet Communications Sert~es, Inc. (IUlnet), in an August 6, 1.984 filing.



Teltec and· AlJnet, which-like Lexitel-are IXCs, 1 generally concurred
with the complamts.cited by I.ex;i=el, and witb its pz:oposed remedy.

2. On August 13, 1964, we released a Public Notice summarizing
the issues raised by the pet.i.tioners and establishing a pleadir1g cycle so
that interestea parties could comment on these issues ana the proposea
remedies. Nineteen parties filed comnents, and 16 filed reply camJents.2 .

3. In tbisOraer, we fmd that wh.f.le there _y be mstanees jn
which a forum for 1;he' resolution of equal access mterconnect.k:a probJsns
would prove aesirable, the sl't!c1fic approach proposedbypetLtioners has
certain madequacies. We endorse ,instead,. the ii;)run approach reo:OiIiItenC!ed
by the Exchange' carrie·rsStaZ1dards Association (ECSA) and directECSAto
submit: to this Commission within 30 days of the release of thiEi...o~er a
detailed plan for implementing its proposal, which should include a
clarification of certa.missues related to the proposed operat~'of the
£orUD approach'11: has ··reeQimended.

..
II. SAClGtGONO

40 .The petitioners assert that in attem.pting to obbim equal
access interconnect-ion, they have enQOuntered the 1blJowingpro.blems, mt=.t
.i1.iA :.

(1) Some ECs refuse to allow pre-cutover test.ing of the
mt:eract:ion of end office sofl:ware wit:h tbatof an IXCo

(2) '!'he facilities ordering process varies fran EC to :e:C-eausing
delays in the :implementation of network-wide IXC interconnection
to EC facilities.

(3) .· ••..•~~!Cshaveabandoned baJ,lot:ing procedUres with regard to
presubscription implementation. In sUch. cases, IXes must. o:i:en

1 In this Order, -IXC" will denote interexc:ba.nge carriers generically,
including AT&'r, other facilities l:esed carriers, and reseners. -OCC-, will
denote interexchange carriers, except A'r&T, inc1.Qdingfacilities-based
carrier$ .and rese~Jers •.

. .
2 Comments were filed by: the Bxchange carrier Standards ~sociatjon,

the seven Bell Reg.i.onal Bolding Companies (RHCs); several independent
eXchange carriers; MCI, SBS;'&rE Serv.i.ce Corp. (on behalf of the IXC~ GTE
Sprint); several reseller CCCs, and ARINC (filing as a user group). Alist
of the parties fi.ling ccmnents and reply caanents is attached as Appendix A.
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pay exorbitant prices for customer lists in order to reach
potentlal customers during the mitia1, presubscription per:fod.

; (4) IXCs must. order EC facllities by circuit. count. (rather than
. by minutes of use), but the ECs do not provide .. the apPropriate

traff1c tables fran ",hich these dateIminat:.icn.s can be made.

; (5) Where there are shortages of eXchanqe facillties, ECs are
us.ing allocation procedures based upon the quantity of circuits
ordered, which is unfair and inefficient. since it promotes

, over-ordering of mcWties.

(6)8illing and collection procedures are erratic; as a result
unreqt,lested dis(:onned:S ate temg enco~tered.

(7) Access tandems are often-not available at the tmte the end .
offices are converted.

-' ,s•. _ .·Lexitel· ;eJ%QW¥J

5. In order to resolvecompJaintB such as those cited above ,
texitel proposes that the Commiss;ion convene and Chair. a series .of monthly
Cocket No. 20099-type proceedings.3 The purpose of the meetings would be
to surface epmpla.ints m an industry-wi;de forum and then to reso1Vl! them•

.'lbefeaturesofthe taexJ.tel proposal, .which are generally eemcurred in by
AJJnetand 'reltec, are:

3' By 'Memorandum Opinion and Order released July 5, 1974, we initiated
the Docket No. 20099 proceeding, which was: "a formal investigation and
bearinqon the substantive prQvis;ions of all of the Bell System's tariffs
offeri.ngentrance, inter.city and local distribution facilities fer other
carriers...... 47 PCC 2d 662. A major purpose of that proceeding was to
determin~whethercertain pr.ovis;ions of the varjcUS Bell Operatinq canpany
(SOC) ta~iff:3 were unduly jmpedinq the efforts of the oces to inter~
with the :private line local distribut;ion facUities of the roes. Subsequent
to the release of that Order, but prior to the commencement of the fbr:mal
pleading cycle, we convened a series of meetings between AT&T and the aces
to attempt to resolve, by aqreenentsbetween the pelrt:Jes, as nanyissues as
possible .'l'bereafter, by Menorandum Opinion and Order released May 7,
1975, we,accept.ed the parties' settlement, but. authorized continuing
~tinqs .under the Canmission 's aegis fur the resolution of technical and
adm.inistrative disputes that might arise. S2 FCC 2d 727.
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(1) An IXC with an operational, technical, or physical
interconnection problem would notify the relevant EC, the
Commission, and any interested party, in writing, of a speci:f:i.c
complaint. 'rhis complaint should ·provide sufficient inmcnatJa1
to permit. meaningful analysis and resolution of the problem by
the exchange ca.rrjer, or the ('1mnission j£ necessary. "4

(2 ) The ECs and the other parties would have one week .in which to
respond.

(3) '.t'he Commission would "schedule and chair monthly meetings of
inte~ested parties to resolv·e matters raised in the IXC
compJa..ints. .

(4) If the mat.ter could not be resolved in such· a meeting, the
Common carrier Bureau (the "Bureau·) would resolve tbeQispat:e,
under cielegated authority, wi1:ltin 30 days.

1.. Q::mnents

(a) ECSA

6. 'rhe ElCSA is .ai:rade ·essoc::iatiQn ·of .exchange carriers maned to
address te~~~~land;e,latedmatters ~ginterCXlMectionofsetv1ces
and equipment",ithexchange facilities. ECSr\ ac:knowledqes that sane of the
problems cited by petitioners could occur , but. does not agree that they
exist"to the extent the petitioners allege. ECSA also disagrees. that sUCh
matters should be re~olved in a general fDrlJll Op!!rating under FCC auspices.
Pather, ECSA has proposed an alternative to the Docket No. 2Q099-type
forum, which woulQ fblJaw these principles: '

;., '

(1) Wh~re possible, conflicts between an IXC' and an '-'v~EC
shOUld be resolved jn one-1::O-One negot;jatJQns.

(2) Matters of a more general concern, w. those involv:!ng' EC/IXc
relationships that occur on a nationwide basis, should be resolved
in either of two forUl11S c:onductedunaer the sponsorship of£CSA.

4 Lexitel does not state' whether it.is entertaJn.ing the possibility that
the dispute could be resolved at this stage of the p~ocess without any.
further mr:mal, meetings. ' ,
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(3) Any FCC presence should be limited to that of an observer and
discussant.

7. More specificaJJ¥I~ has proposed:

(1) Gourning~: A carrier Liaison Committee (CLC), ccmposed
of representatives from the SCs, IXCS, users, and the FCC would
be established. 1be CLC would sponsor and a:nduct industry mrmlS
in which specific problems would be resolved on a voluntary
bas.is.

(2) lI:i&. o.f Exi:[U:ing E¥chanQe cartier ~nm: IXC/EC displtes would
be addressed in the fblJowing two exj$ting EIOC forums, which,
ECSA, claJms, are alreaqyaQdressJng many of the types of pro.blEms
t.hat Lexitelwoula seek to have addressed in a Docket No.
20099-type meeting:

(1) Network Operations Forum (NOF}--a forum for
resolV'ingso-called provisioning problems U".e.., .--
installation, repair, and mamtenance).

(11) Intere~changeCusto1l1erSerV'ice Center. (ICSC)--a
forum for resolvmg exchange access ordering probJsns.

(3) BOU g,t Ct.C: The CtC, in an administrative role , would
coord1nateand structure theaetivities of the NOP·~d IeSC to
resolve the types of problems that are of CCI1Ce~ to Lex1t:el.

(4) S,ybje,tISltte~·gt Forgma:Tbe subject matter of disputes
referred to these forums would be limited to these categories:
ordering ,instaJJatioll, repair ,and maintenance. In addition, the
matters sboulQ be nationwide in scope, rather than limited to a
particularEC. 'rhe latter types of problems would be resolved
bilaterally.

(5) ~ Pro,edural _roach: 5 OpOnreceiving written notice
from an IXC, the etC would decide whether the matter %Deets the
subject matter criteria of(4} above and, 1£80, whether the
matter shoulQ appear on either the NOP or IesC agertda. If the

5 The specifics of the roles of the of the various participants .in
the deliberations of the CLC , NOP, and ICSC (J..&a., Whether as voter,
disC:lJssant, or observer) have not been stated by ECSA. ECSA prop:>ses that
these be developed by the parties dur.inc; the start-up I;:base of .u:sprop:>sed
program.
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matter eoes not meet the- criteria, the jtem woulci' pres~ not
be placed on either agenda, and the OCC would be so jnfbcneQ with
the recommendation that resolution be sou9ht with t:be individual
BC on a CIle-to-one basis. '

(0) SB.Ql

8. 'The RHCs generally prefer that disputes be settled in
individual EC/IXC ne<ptiatia1s;ather than in the meetings proposed by ECSA.
SOme RHCs tentatively endorse t:be ECSA proposal, while others essentJally
ignore the pr~posal. More speciftc:?'Jly, the ,RlCs varjously argue:

G ., •

(1) ~ 'aJJ.eqations of the petiticne.rs are undoctJDented,.6
" ,

(2) FCC intervention is not needed'to =tivate the B:)Cs to provide
equal access expeaitiously. It is 1nthe economic jneerest of
the BOCsto solve any equal access implsnentationproblsns in
order to b:rea.se revert. ~ avoiabyp!ss.7

. , '

(3) lndivi(iual IXC-EC ,negotiations (withoUt. FCC part.¥.:jpatjon)
are preferab.1eto resolve wbai:eVer.p1'QbJ=Isnay ~ist.a

(4) The forum approach of t:.beECSA proposal should be entertained
only as a lastresort--when one-to""'One. ne;otjat:jons break Clcwn.
Even. mthose circUIn$tances, subject .m.tter sholllQ .be restr~
to matters of natia1wide si4nificance.9 '. .

(5) Existing ,carrier-sponsored forums are adequate, ~. the
Interexcbange carrier ComPat.ibllity rerum (ICer) l' ooP1 lesC; and
the ECSA-sponsored '1'-1' subcommittee of ANSI (l\meri.c:an Naticnal
Standaroa Institute) • With regara to T-l, itsM-l sulra':llmittee
specifically addresses inter 'network operatjons ,provisioning, and
mamtenance.10 '

6 In support of 'this statement', BeU South has .eut::miJ:ted~es 1:0
its comments which, its cJ.aJiDs ,aocument exis1:ing Proce&1res :lbr providing
the typE! of support Lexi.tel c:Ja_ jt is not·rece1v1ng.

7 Sf:.=. Comments of Bell Atlantjc, ·Bell South, PaCl'el, and 0.5. West.

a a=. Comments of Bell Atlantic, Bell South, PacTel, Southwest Bell,
ana 0.5. West. "

9 a=Carments of Bell SQuth, NmEX, and Southwest Bell. o.s. West and
Bell Atlantic do no.t accept ,the forum approach even as a last resort.
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(6) '!'he california PUblic Utilities Conunission (CPUC) already has
.implemented an Access Service Liaison Committee, chaired by the
CPUC, w1t:han EC and IXC membersltip.ll

(7) Many issu~sare not nationwide in scope. It is mappropr.iate
to force their resolution into a forum with a nationw ide
mcambers1Up. 12

(8l.Most of the ~arioustexitel complaints are related' to the
Modif1<:ation of Final Jud9'l11ent (MFJ),wbich provides for the
reorgCilnl.mtion of AT&T , and should be reSQlved by the .cepart:Inent
of Jut:stice and the District COurt acbUnistermg the decree and not
the FCC. 13

(c) ati%

9. AT&T 'sposition is simj,lar to that of the mcs.It~s not
e~licitlysupporttheEC$. proposal, but doe$ agree that jndustry-mitJated
forums such as the ECSA!ANSI '1'-1 committee and the ICeF are adequate.
Purther ,AT&T urges, these conunittees should be used only as a~st
resort-when individual negot.iaticns breakCbwn-and auy if the matters are
nationwide in ,sc:Qpe rather than EC-spec:i.fic.

(d) Qt.bti: ,QC,Ca~ WNC

10. Except for MCl, the OCCs concur with most aspects of the
Lexitelproposal.14Problems related tofacllit!es ordering and

10. SU, Comments. of Bell AtlantictNYNEX, Pi:lC'l'el, andSouth'WestBell.
'!he ':-1 Committee of ANSI, which ,is spo1'l$ored by ECSA, is concerned with
the general area 'of ,defining the techniQal character1$t:ics of the eJaetrical
and physical interfaces between the facilities of the IXCs and ECs. Its
M-lsubcommittee specifically addresses the future planning of the
qIW1titative technical standards that apply to provisioning and maintenan~.

'l'hesubject matter of the M-l subcamti1:tee thus is similar in substance to,
but different in emphasis from, that of the NOF, whieh has a day-to-day
operational orientation. The ICeF is a BeC forlDIl for resolving teclmical
<:allpatibility probJans arising J:etween ECSand IXCS.

11 8=Pae'I'el carments
12 Ia.

13 see. NYNEX cemnents
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presubscription seemed to be of most general concern. GTE service Corp.,
while it essentially supports the Lexitel proposal, suggests several
modifications. lS MCI, on the other hand, rejects J:x)t:h theLexitel and the
ECSA proposals because they each entail a national forum procedure. MCI
argues that only individual negotiations are appropr:iat:e. ARme,:filing as
a t:elecommunicaticns user, supports the Lexitel proposal.

2.~ CQxments

11. The reply comments generally follow the positions taken in
theeomments .wltbtwo significant exceptions. o.s.west: andBe.1l At:Jant:ic
have changedthejr ·non-carmit:tal p:»stu;e with re<jard to t1:le ECSA proposal to
CI'leof expUe1t opposit,ion.16 Lexitel, on the other hand, has at least
temporarily retreated from the proposal of its pet.iticn and given t:entatLve
assent to the ECSA approach.17

. .
14' ~ Cottuxlents of AIiL$, SSS,· GTE, O.S • Telephone, Inc. , Telespbere
Network, Inc. .

15 . The modifications are: .

(l) The Ee and IXC should first attempt to resolve ad1spute in
individt1a.l negotiations.

(2) If the dispute is not resolved in such negotiations, the
matte.r would be subnitted to qn :industry forum for resolution
by mutual agreement. Subject matt:ersbould be .limited to problems
that are nationwide in scope , e..s., (a) unifotm presUbscrjpt:jQn
fccnats; (b) software compatibility between EC and IXC sw.i:c:hing
equjpnent.

(3) If the forum: cannot effectively address the subject matter
of the contention , it would setup a task force to develop a
recomnenc5ed' so.1ut.ic:n.

(4) If neither step -(2). nor (3) provides a resolut:.ia1, the matter'
would be referred to tbeBureau mr resolut.ion within 30 c3a~"

16 They thus join the position of MCI, which continl.1es to oppose the
forum approaches of petitioners, GTE, and EQSA.

17 The remaining petitione.rs, AlJnet and Teltec, ~tinue their support
of the original prop:>sal.
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12. LexiteJ,. indicates that it would be willlng to have ECSA set
up its CLC and otber proposed arrangements, in order to give the ECSA
proposal a trial. Lexitel states that it believes the EC3A proposal to be
Ita good faith effort by the exchange carriers to address the problsDs ra:ised
by the Petitions" and "urges ECSA to bmnediately establish the structure
proposed in its Comments, so that interexchange carrjers experiencing
problems can afford the proposed carrier Liaison Carm1ttee the oPI;'XJrtunity
to Qemonstrateits capability as a problEm-resolutia1 fbr~. ·18 In addition,
Lexitel:

(1) agrees.~t mdiv1aual nego~tJons sboWdprec:ede the process
Of pla.cmg. a complaint en the agenda of ~of the EC3A camlittees
(NOP and ICSC) J

(2) agr·ees that only national .issues sbcuJdbecn the CLC agenda,
bQtasks that an attempt be .made to define the dividing line
between nat.ional issues and reqUJnal or ;individual .issues;

(3) warnstbat. the ECSA fi)rans must be capable of rendermg tjmely
decisia1s; and .

(4) Qrges that the PCC require monthly status reports fran EC3A,
and be~ed to intervene (presumably in the manner orjqinally
propose.a by Lexitel), should the ECBA process prove to be
meffl!ctive. , .

IU. DISCtSSION

13. In considering these petitia1s, we are presented with these
substantive jssues:

(1) Are the' petitioners' c::cmpJajnts valid?

(2) If so, should they be resolved through a new mechanm that
supplsnents amvent:icnal FCC procedtlres ?

(3) If a newmecbanism is desiZable, what J53cn should it take.:
that orig1nallyproposed by Lexitel, that of EeBA or SOme
variation? In this regard,' the. J53lJowing sub-issues must be
considered: (a) the role of .individual EC/IXC negotiations; (b)
the use of existing EC conunittees J(c) the imposition of subject
matter restrict:icas; and (d) the role of the FCC.

/

18 Lexitel Reply at 6.
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14. As notea~ a number of the BCs ques'tion the validity of
pe'ti'tioners' complain'ts. 'rhus BCa have generally cla.imea t:ha't: (a)
pe'ti't.i.oners have. no't Qoc~teQt:heir canplaints, (b) operatianal prc<:edures
of the ECs would prec:lu~the .occurrence of some of the harms aJ.legeci by
peti'ticners; ana (c) mos't of the problems tha't do occur are spec;:if:k: to a
¢ven EC and no't na'tionwide. As a eonsequence, the·~ eJ.a.im, the reme4:i
proposec by Lexi'tel is UMeceSS"y.. Nevertheless, E~ ana most of the .
E:Csst.a'teth~t ~r the purpose offac.1liu'ting the transition 'to equal
access they suppor't a voluntary industry' tbrum 'to address the 'types of
c=nplaints raised by pet:itbers•

.. 15• We do not propose to aqdres~ the merits of the various
c:c=plaints raised by petitioners. lihUE! several Eea quest,ign the va l1dU:y
Qf those complaints , pet.it1Onera are not asking uS tQrule in· t.ht!i; favor
Q\. ~ys~c.i,fic dispute, but toesta,bUsha forum in which such dJ.sputes
may be resolvea without the need fer a· mz:ma.l Carmisabldec:i$idn.· Ne~
a grant nor a denial of sQ.cb a request involves a decis.i.onon t.be· merits
of the underlying ~~~ints~ . And Jll partv,llar, t;l.e~ we. ·.take ;cclay,
denial of thepetit.ic)ns but.endor.ement of the a1.tetnative mechanism
proposed .byECSA _'.mm ··pataS.29, 30), d;)es not.r~e us to .~ess,
ma $boola not be interpreted as an expressiCn of any VieW en, the V<!:'lidity
of those Q;Xnplaints.19 ,.

2. Mes;bsmWm fQ.tRe&iQJpt;jpn Qf CQnpla;nts

16. SeveralalternativesfOr resolving. the complaints of
peti'tioners already exist: (a) individual negotiatia1stetween an IXC and a
¢ven EC; (b) .existing IC and BellCorecommi'ttees such as ICSC, NOF, and
ICCr; and ec) existing FCC complaint hand11ng.me~isms. Most of the

19 We have decided not to" require pet.itioners, and the otherpu:ties, to
sutmit fur'ther pleadings in o.rder to deteCl1ine w1th great.ercerta1nty tSe
existence and pervasiveness of the alJ.eged problems. We c:hoose not to take
this course because· a fUr'ther, round of pleaddngs in this prcx:eeding would
unculy delay the develcpnent of a potentially effective dj.sp.1t.e resoluCion
mechanism and the actual resolution Qf·IXC complamts, thereby hindering
the .implementatiQn of equal access a.nc;1full competi'tion. If, as they
'a.Uege, some IXCs a.re eXperiencing difficulties in the transit..ia\ to eQUal
access as the result of certain Et actions (or lack of aet:,ion) ,there will
be ample oppor'tunity to establish the val idity of the a:mplain'ts and seek a
remedy fer than under the procedures cEscr.ibed herein. ..
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i=8r;ies asree, nevertheless, that a new mechanism could effectively
supplement these and result in a more expeditious .implementation of equal
access.

17.It is evident that the problems descrjbed by petitioners
could causesiqni£icant delays in the transition to an equal access
environment and could compromise the qua~ty of service provided by aces
to their customers. Since we cannot, on the basis of the current record,
preciselY assess the frequency of occurence of such problems or their
geogtaphical pervasiveness, it is difficult to a$sessthe e:ffi.cacy of
existing complaint resolution procedures. It is evident fr~ that record,
however ,that~many ECs and oces are will.ing to ;arl:.1cipate :insane t:ypeof
for um, although there is some disaqreement aDlonq the parties as to this
CoJDmission 's tole therein.

18. Tbe parties supporting the mCSA proposal have agreed to
in$.titute e~pedit.iously a mechanism' fbr prcmoti%1gthe voluntary resolution
of such problem$that does not require our participation dur inS the
fo~t:ive, pre--operationalpbase • Dur:inq t:he operational~, where the
agenda items appearing before theNOF and the lCSe would be resolved on a
voluntary basis, our participation (if anY) would be that of observer.
S3J1lilarparticipation in the meetings of theCLC,whicb sets the Nor and
ICSC agendas, bas also been r~commendedbymCSA. We find that it is
consistent with our statutory respon$i.billties to encouraqe the vol!Jrltary
cteation of a new mechanism that would work within the type of
organizaticnalsi:ructurepropor;ed byECSA.

C. imm .Qf tml.~ .MeManism

19. There are essentially two balaic proposaJ,s fbr a new mechanism
before us: the original Le~itel propos.al and that of mCSA.In these
proposals, the most significant items of contention reside in. £bu.r areA$:
(a )the role of one-to-Qne neqQtiations between the EC and IXC; .(b) the use
of existins EC-sponsored £brUInS rather than. a Commission-aitected r»:ket
1t). 20099-i:ype proceeding; (c) the l1mitations, if any, to l:e ,imposed~
the SUbject matter of forum agendas 1 and Cd} the role of the FCC in any new
mechanian.· "

20. The major differences between the original Lentel proposal
(which' js still supported by several pa.rt:.i.es) and the ECSA prol,X)sal are tbat
the former: (a) does not r~~ire an attanptedresolution l:etween an IXC and
a specific ECbefore invoking the forUJ1\ procedure (ECSA would .imr;:o$e such
a requitement) ; (b) tequires thecreatJa'l of a new general fbrun to resolve
di,spute.s(ECSA would use existing, more specialized forums); (c) has no
signi.f1cant subject matter limitations CSCSA has proposed such limtt:ationsh
and (d) requires the Bureau toresolv~ disputesw ithin 30 days should an
impasse be reached (ECSA wo.uldnot use the Bureau to resolve tnpasses). In
comparing the original Lexitelproposal with that of ECSA, we are of the

-11-
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view that the latter has certain significan~ advantages for the fbJ:lawing
reasons.

(1)~ IndiYidual Negotiationi

21. The Iiexitel proposal does not make the failure of prior
individual negotiaticnsbetween the EC andt.he !XC a condit.icn precedentfbr
placi.ng a complaint on the forum agenda. G.iven the broad spectrum of
<:omplaints cited by patitiPners, .and by other puties to this proceeding, we
believe that the prompt resolution ofcanplaints would beser:ioW3!y impeQed
1fthesc;reeningprocess of prior negotiations were bypassed. Such
rJe90tiations coUld lead to a complete resolution ofa d:1spute, or at least
a partial resolution, thereby narrowin9 the range of issues to ~. addres$ed
in the forum process. We agree with ECSA that this should be a prerequisit.e
to invoking the :fbrun procedure. .

(2) QB Qf ~z;iltinsCorrmittee!i

22. We .bellevethat a general forum, such as t:hclt proposed by
~xitel, 15 not as efficacious astbetwo~~fbruns, N;)!' and ICSC,
proposed by EC$A. S.ince the ~jorit.y of interconnection problfms appear to (
liewithinthe sUbject matter addressed by these groupS,suc:h spec.iali2ation
should result in. a more efficient resolution process-particularly if
complaints have beensubjec::1:ed to a prior proces.s of individual
negot~ticns.

(3) ~lJbje~t Matter Limi:t:ations

23. In the original Lexitelproposal, there were not any
restrictions on the subject matter of the Docket No. 20099-typ: fbrun•. In

,their comments,IllCSA; GTE Service Co., andseveralECS recaacendedthat a
forum composed of amultipllcity ofECs , IXes, and. us~rs not be used to
addresscompl.aints that are unique to cae EC. 'lbe :tbrtm sh.ou.1d, instead, be
limited to matters that are national in scope-such as procedures fer
facilities ordering. ECSA bas fiJrtherproposed tbatthe :tbrunonly consider
Qis.putes inVOlving ordering ,instaUat.ion ,repa.ir, and maintenance.
Spec~lly excluded by ECSA, and by other parties, are matters related
to the pr.ic:ing of services, whether they be tariffed or not.

24. As a means 6f promoting the expedit.ious resolution of
complaints, the specific sUbject Inatter limitat.ia1sprop:lsed by ECSA appear
sensible. It is n<,:>t clear at this time, however, whether one can
conveniently draw a boundary between a "t1ational" and a ".Jocal" issue, and.
whether there are other subject matter areas that should be added to the
four listed by ECSA • Furthermore, some EC!IXC prob~s that could be
characterized as "regional-" maybe fairly si9nific~nt, espec.ially to
regional IXCs. It 15 possible t;,hat the dispute-resolUtion fbruns proposed

-12-



by ECSA could serve a constructive_.role--m-tesolving-such-problans. '!bus,
although we approve of the use of subject matter limitat:.ia1s inprincipJs,
we remain· concerned that the specific limit:atia1s p;oposed by ECSA may prove
to be unduly restrictive in practice. We believe, therefbre, that the issue
of subject Ntter limitations should remain open and that any ]jmi tatia1s be
subject to reexaminatjm and redef:ini.tion.20

(4) Limited~ 0: fS:C

25. 1'be matter of defining tbe extent,.!f any, of FCC
participation must be evaluated with regard to :1bur different stages of the
Q)mp~intresolutionprocess. During the start-up phase, when the
proce.dural grQpndrU1es of the new organization are being £emulated, we
must evaluate the possible commission role ¥ observer, discussant, voting
partici.pant, ot acljudjcator.~in9 the operatia1aJ. tbase, when the var.ious
~ocedures have been established,and the various .committees staffed, we
mustconsiCler which of these several roles is appropr.iate jn the :fbUow ing
cases: (a) when a complaint is being evaJJJated by the a.cfbr plaeenent on
a foru,m agenda; (b) when an item is being considered in a for1J1l; and Cc)
when an inpasse is reached.

26. In striking a balance' between minimi%1ng our regulatory
presence in matters that are better resolvedwit:b.in tbeprivate sector and,
at thescune time ,prolllotingour statutory objectives, our staff shall
participate only as an observer, in the start-up phase, and in. the
subsequent meetings of the CLC. 1'he CLC will deterIl\ine which items will
a.ppear on either the NOF or ICSCagendas, and whichiJ:El'nS ·will be rejected
for consideration because they do not meet the cr~eri.a perta.i.ning to
national interest.andsuPject mat~r. By~jpatmg,~it in a' Jjmi±:ed
fashion, in~ese meetings, our staff canhe~ e~sure that the agenda
setting process will providetbeOCCswith a full opportunity to surface
their legitimate complaints. FUrthermore, this level of partici.:pation is
consistent· with t.heECSA propo$il for camlissicn inVOlvement.

27. Our staff wUl not participate in the actual complaint
resolution process, whidlwill be jznp1sIlented mthe working meetings o~ the
R:>F and ICSC. If the forum process results in a signific:ant number of
impasse situations, however, the value of continumg with the :1bran wou.1d
be open to question. We shall adopt the suggestion of Lexitel that we
monitor the functioning of the proposed foran process to ~ .tbat theOCCS

20 As an initial matter ECSAsbould address these concerns in its
implementaticnplan. S=, Ua r;ara. 30.
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are mdeed obtaining a fair hearing on their compJaJnts and that. the :fbrun
process is facilitat.ing equal access int.erccnnectia1. We shall require that.
the Chief, Common Carrier Bureau be provided with detailed minutes of the
proceedings of the CLC, NOF, and ICSC" by the chairpersons of those bodies,
crt a monthly basis'. If act.ual exper.ience indicates tbat the process js net
working well, we shall consider whether a cii.f:l:2r~t. approach should be
aQ:)pted.

%8. With respect. t.o jmpa,Sse situations, we Co not present.ly
int.end our staff to become an arbit.z:ator of last. resoz:t dur;ing either the
meetings of the cLC or those of. the Nor and lCSe; nor shall we adopt the
proPOsal of petit.ioners thatjmpasse situatia1s be r.esolvedwit:b.in 30 days
by the Bureau 'on delegat.ed. authority. If, during the t.1Jne that. we are
evaluating the efficacy .of .the forum 'process under actual working
conditions" an IXC sbould be of, the view that the cmduc:t of anEC amounts
toa violation of the, Communications Act of 1934 A$~, our rules, or
applicable tariff, provisions "and our existing complaint resolution
processes .under'Sect.ion 208 ·of the Communicat.icns Act prov1Qe an an avenue
for redress. In other situat.ions, IXCs can petition us fbr aeclaratory
rulings,. ru.les.~ses,·or other ranedies •

.m .. CDNCImIONS '

29. WE! enc30rse ino$t aspects of the ECSA approach $ubjectto these
conditials:" . .

(l)Clar1fic:at.,ion sbould be ma'de of the. manner .inwhi.cb the
member.s of the ez,.rrier L,,iaison coumittee (a.c) part:~ipate ;in the
determina'i:icnofwbether a complaint. issuffi.£;:ient.ly naticna.lin
scope to bepla.ced upon a fbra:n agenda and whether the c=np1amt,
i£ accep;ea,.l:lela'1gs' on the ~genda of the ICSC or the' 00:'.

(2) An attempt should be made, during the start-up phase, to
define permissible subject matter .more rigorously. We are
particularly con-oerned with: (a)t.he manner in whicb the
QistJ.nct.ion, between national and loc::al issues is drawn; and 0;)
wh~ther the, perIPjssiPle subject. matter categories proposed by ECSA
(ordering and irista,llation, repair, and maintenance) are tOo
restrictive '~,shouJ.d,. theremre, ,be broadened.

(3) We will monitor the effectiveness of the ECSA processes and,
if necessary, we reserve the right to reconsider the ext.ent of
commission pa~ticipation and our endorsenentof these processes.

(4) Minutes of tbe proceedings of the CLC, and of any other
working committees (such as the Nor and the IeSe) sball be
transmitted in wri.i:ten ibrm to the camussion en a ma1thly basis.

- 14 -
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In order that the response of ECSA to the concerns whlch we have identified
above be made a part of the public record, we accordingly direct ECSA to
fi+e witb this Commission, as soon as is practical, a detailed plan for
impJ.ementmg its proposes•

'N. ORCEEUN3 .CLAtm:S

30. IT IS OlWERED That ECSA shall prepare a detaiJed plan mr the
implementation of its proposed carrier Liaison Comxnittee. 'Ihi.s plan sball
address the concerns stated hereln and shall be subnjj:tedto this o:ma;ssia'l
as soon as js erac:t:ical•.

31. IT IS E'tJR'lBER ORDERED 'rhat copies of the ECSA plan shall be
served on all parties partici;;atmg in this proceecllng.

32. IT IS·&,URTBER ORPEREDJ~~a;. minutes of theprocee<iings of
the CL¢ and its subcommittees betransnitted to the CamUssion ana mcathly
basis. ... .

33. IT IS &'ORTBBRORD~RED t~at the petition of L~xitel
Corporatin is denied. .

,
.. 34. IT IS Ft]RI1'BER ORDEREO That the Secretary shall cause this
Orc1erto be published in the F~ral Re9'is;.er ~ . .

F!IERAL c::oMMtJNICA1'WNS CDMMISSION

WjU;amJ. Tricari,a)
secretary
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Aeronautical Radio, Inc.
ATtIr
Ameritech
Allnet
ALTEr.
Bell Atlantic
Bell South
centel
Exchange -carders Standards Ass h.
GTE Service COr;oraticn
Lexitel
Me!
MiG Rivers~cooperative,Inc~

Mountain States, Northwest sau,
pacific Northwest Bell (U.S. West)

NlIA
mNEX
OmsTCD/m'CA
Pacific: Bell;Nevada Bell (Pac'l'e1)
SBS
SOuthwest Bell
~st:'bere Network, Inc.
TelTec
U.8. Telepix.ae, Inc:.
0.8. TeJepbcne System, Inc.
USTA
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ATTACHMENT 2
Plge 3 of 4

Pl.nn~d

Town IElch.nR! tfNX's [guI' Acc~ss ~Ite-
No....n '38,852,R53,~54,e55,856, Dec. "87

166
IIorwa1It North 146,847,849 Sept. l'B7
IIorwich e23 ,ee6 ,ea7 ,889 .June 1187
01 d G,..~nwi ch- 637 Nov. 1'87
01 d S.ybrooJ: 3BS N/S
Grlnge 7'5,799 .June 1987
P,wc.tuck 599 HIS
Pl.infield 5£.4 .'/S
Pliinvi11e 747,793 HIS

''t
Portllnd 342 HIS
Prospect 758 N/S
Putnl'" 92P N/S
Putn.", HOT'th 923 HIS
R.dding 93e ~c. ltD7
Ridgefie'd . 0' ,43~ S~pt. Ue7
Rockville 871,872,875 .June 19S2
S"em e59 .June U,7
S.ymOUT' 881,890 ~c. 19t 7
Sh.y-on 364 .June 19Sf
SimsbuT'y 651,65r "IS
Southington 621,628 N/S
Stafford Spdngs 6~ HIS
St.mfOT'd 324,326,348,351 ,356,357 5/171e6

;\
358,964,965

5/1718e:J S'tIr.lfOT'd .323,325,327,328,352,359,
'67

St."'foT'd HOT'th 32~,329,9l-S .Jun~ use
Str.tfOT'd 375,377,378,381,385,386 Hov. 1ge7
Storrs 429,486,487 .J.n. 1ge7
Suffield 6£8 HIS
Thom.sto" 283 tUS
Tordngton .82,485,489,496 .June USF
Trur.lb un 261,168,452 .June 1ge8
lkIionvi11e 6'3 $fpt. 19E"
W.'Hngford 265,269,2P4 Aug. 198:"
Wtpping 644 HIS

"
W.shington 868 H.'S
W.t~rbUT'Y 754 ,756,757 .June 19pe
WUerbuT'y 573,574,575,592,5'7,753, .June 19SE

755
W.tertown 274 HIS
Westbroew. 3'9 ~/S

W. Hartford 521,56' H/S
W. H,rtford 132,233,236,523 .June "E"
W. Haven '32,933,934,93.7 .June 19~i

Westport 222,226,227,454 Sept. 1987
W.stville 387,389,397 Aug. "S7
IItttlersfield 529,563,721 .June 1987
"ill iIll.ntf c .23 N/S
"nliNnt'fc .56 Sept. 'HB

N/S • NOT SCHEDULED

10/10-7.'OY-3
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:/

Townl£lchlnR!

Wnton
Windsor
Windsor Locks
Wfnsteer
Wolcott
Woodstock

illS • 1101 SCHEDULED

10110-7"OV-~

....... -,

INX's-
762.834
!8S.6C3.680
623.6Z7
379.738
879
174

ATTACHMENT 2
Plge 4 of 4

Pllnned
Equll Access Ottf

Sfpt. 1'87
-June lIe7
Sfpt. 1'87

illS
illS

Stpt. 1188

•
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EXHIBIT 3

Affidavit of David J. curtin, SNET District
Staff Manager-Network Architecture (with
Attachments A-F) ~/

~/ '!he original signed version of this affidavit is being sent fran New
Haven and will be filed under separate cover with the camti.ssion as
soon as it arrives in Washington, D.C.

•



EXHIBIT 3

AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID J. CURTIN

I, David J. Curtin, beinR duly deposed, state as follows:

!!ACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS

1. I am the District Staff Manager - Network Architecture of

The Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET).

2. I understand that this document is being filed with the

Federal Communications Commission (Commission) in response to the·

Commission's Order for SNET to show cause why it should. not be

required to complete its equal access conversion obligations

within one year of October %7, 1986.

3. I graduatedfrolR .Clarkson College ;of T.echno10gy with a

Bachelor of Science in Electrical and Computer Engineering in

1977. I then attended the University of California at Berkeley

and received a Master of Science.in 1978. My research· there was

sponsored by the Office of Naval Research. In 1978 I was hired

by AT&T Long Lines and held a variety of positions in the

Marketing, Engineering, and Operations Departments.

4. I began my career at SNET in 1983 and held positio~5 in

Maintenance Engineering and Network S·trategicSupport befo·re

being named to my current position in December 1984. I am



....~.. 2 -

responsible for plannin~ for central office switches, .interoffice.
facilities, and operator services, and E'or development of

technical guidelines in multiple disciplines, such as outside

networ-k facilities.. These responsibilities include planning for

major projects such as Enhanced 911 Emergency Service, Toll

Reconfiguration, Bqual Access, facilities separations from AT'T

and the Common Channel Si~nalin~ Network.

INTRODUCTION

s. Implementation of equal access, combined with the other

major projects underway in Connecticut, represents one of the

mostextensi ve network undertakings in SNET' s history, requir ing •

a substant ial commi tment of labor and ca'pi tal. For- equal access

alone, some form of conversion activity will be performed in 88
t:•.~ ;;

switching offices, includin~7 access tandems.

6. Coincident with, and complementary to, the equal access

conversion will be a complete toll network reconfiguration and

modernization. This involves both the separation of toll

facilities jointlvowned with AT&T and the rearrangement of

existing toll trunks, requiring work in over 120 end offices and

23 toll tandems, servin~ over 1.6 million access lines. The

result will be the consolidation of the existing toll network

configuration from Z3 toll tandems (as of June 1985) to a network

architecture consisting of 7 digital toll tandems. These 7

digital toli switches will also serve as the access tandems for

..



interiCO'ilI11Bection with the Interstate Carriers (ICs). Upon

eOIlP.letioD. approximately 80' of all access lines will be

eOD,e'rted·to equal access witna network, configuration which is

IllOdent_ ,efficient, cost-effective, and capable ofcarryin,S&

digital information throucnou~ the state without any further
, ,

ftlodifica'tion to the toll network. This latter advantage allows

all ia'terconnections between ICs' Points of Presence (POPs) and

SlIET's access tandems to be dillital facilities.

TOLL R!CONFIGURATION AND MOUERNIZATION

1.Th'. toll network in Connecticut is presentlyundergoin~a

major t"earranRement, consolidation, and modernization, 1)lannedl

duria:g the years 1982 to 1985. The two most significant piece's

of this activity a:l;e the separation of facilities jointly owned
~.).

bv AT8! and SNET, and the consolidation/modernization of SNET's

23· toll swltches (5 digital, 10 analog, and 8 electromechanical)

t·o 1 digital toll machines all interconne·cted by fiber optics.

8. Consistent with AT&T's obli~ations under the MFJ to separate

facilities used for both interexchange and exchange activities

and to transfer to the RBOCs those facilities associated with

excnange activities, AT&T entered into a facilities sepa~.a·tion

agreement with SNET. The separation a~reement has numerous

components. Interim POP elimination, for example, requires that

SNET switches which send AT&T interstate traffic directly to an



. "c.,,"

out-ol-s·t4'te AT&T switch be rehomed to send these calls to an
.

in.state :AT8TPOP. Also required is the transfer of SNET traffic

fro.jollntly ,owned lIicrow,averoutes to SHET who 1 i y-owned

faciliti.s .. l:naddition, the two separation activities critical

to tile teU. r'e!cDnfiguratlonare the removal of SHET traffic from' ,

the 4A toll switch in Hartford, to be completed in June 1987, and

from the ',4ESS tol.l! switch in New Haven, to be completed in

December 1:986.Not only will SNET be removinR its seven di~it

Connecticut tr,afflc. from these swi tches, but some port ion of

oriliDatiRgten di~it interstate traffi.c presently carried by

AT&T will,ultim'ate1y hav,e to be rehomed to an SNET toll tandem

.switch as well. This is necessary so that Connecticut customers

who ulti:m'atelychoose to pr.esubscribe to an IC other than AT&T

can be appropriately routed from an SNET access tandem to the

chosen IC"s POP. Thesefllci1ities separations activities will

takeplac,ebetween the first quarter of ll985 and the third

quarter of 1981.

9. 1n addition to the separations activities with AT&T, a major

reconfiguration of the toll network in Connecticut is also in

progress. The work effort associated with the rearrangement of

~xisting toll trunks 9 affecting over 12& switches, is scheduled

to be completed in June 1988, coincident with the completion of

equal acc,ess. This effort involves the consolidation of the

present 23 toll switches (S digital electronic, 10 analog

electronic,'and 8 electromechanical tandells) to 7 digital toll
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3. In this Order, we find that while there may be instances jn
which a forum for the resolution of equal access interconnecticnproblems
would prove desirable, the specific approach proposed by petitioner has
certain inadequacies. We endorse, ·1nstead, the mrlJn a;proach reccmnended
by the Exchange carriers Standards Association (ECSA) and direct ECSA to
submit to this Commission, as soon as is practical, a detailed plan fer
implementing its proposal, which should include a clarificat.ion of certain
issues related to the proposed .operations of the forum approach it has
reccmnended.


