
Table A.2—Negotiation Data 
 Approved Interconnection 

Agreement by Mar. 1999? 
 BOC GTE 

AT&T Reached 
Agreement Faster 

with BOC or GTE? 

BOC in the 
State 

Alabama Yes No BOC* BellSouth 
California Yes Yes BOC PacBell 
Florida Yes Yes BOC BellSouth 
Hawaii Not applicable Yes Not applicable Not applicable 
Illinois Yes No BOC* Ameritech 
Indiana Yes No BOC* Ameritech 
Iowa Yes Yes BOC USWest 
Kentucky Yes No BOC* BellSouth 
Michigan Yes No BOC* Ameritech 
Minnesota Yes Yes BOC USWest 
Missouri Yes Yes BOC SBC 
Nebraska Yes Yes GTE USWest 
New Mexico No No Not applicable USWest 
North Carolina Yes Yes BOC USWest 
Ohio Yes Yes BOC Ameritech 
Oklahoma Yes No BOC* SBC 
Oregon Yes Yes BOC USWest 
Pennsylvania No No Not applicable BellAtlantic 
South Carolina Yes No BOC* BellSouth 
Texas Yes Yes BOC SBC 
Virginia Yes No BOC* BellAtlantic 
Washington Yes Yes BOC USWest 
Wisconsin Yes Yes BOC Ameritech 
Totals 20 out of 22 13 out of 23   
Note: * indicates cases where AT&T reached an agreement with the BOC but not with GTE. 



 

Table A.3—Premature Litigation Record 

 Arbitration b/w AT&T & GTE 

Premature claim filed by 

Arbitration b/w AT&T & BOCs 

 Premature claim filed by 

 

BOC 

State GTE AT&T BOC AT&T  
Alabama No No No No BSouth
California Yes No No No PacTel 
Florida  Yes* No No Yes Bsouth 
Hawaii    Yes** No N/A N/A N/A 
Illinois Yes No No No Ameritech 
Indiana Yes No No No Ameritech 
Iowa No No No No US West 
Kentucky No No Yes* No BSouth 
Michigan  Yes*  No No Yes** Ameritech 
Minnesota  Yes* Yes** No No US West 
Missouri Yes* No Yes* No SBC 
Nebraska Yes* No No No US West 
New Mexico No No No No US West 
N. Carolina No No No Yes** BSouth 
Ohio Yes* No No No Ameritech 
Oklahoma Yes* No No No SBC 
Oregon Yes* No Yes* No US West 
Pennsylvania Yes* No No No BAtlantic 
S. Carolina No No No No BSouth 
Texas Yes* No No No SBC 
Virginia Yes* No No No BAtlantic 
Washington Yes* No No No US West 
Wisconsin Yes* No No No Ameritech 
Totals 17 out of 23 1 out of 23 3 out of 22 3 out of 22 
Note: * dismissed by a federal court as premature; ** withdrawn by the plaintiff. 



Table A.4—Resale Discounts: Residential 

State ILEC offering the lower 
discount 

AT&T requested lower 
discount from 

Arbitrator awarded the 
lower discount to 

Alabama BOC n/a BOC 
California n/a BOC GTE 
Florida GTE BOC GTE 
Hawaii n/a n/a n/a 
Iowa GTE GTE GTE 
Illinois GTE n/a GTE 
Indiana GTE BOC BOC 
Kentucky GTE GTE GTE 
Michigan GTE BOC BOC 
Minnesota GTE BOC BOC 
Missouri GTE GTE GTE 
North Carolina GTE BOC BOC 
Nebraska GTE GTE GTE 
New Mexico n/a n/a n/a 
Ohio GTE GTE GTE 
Oklahoma n/a GTE GTE 
Oregon GTE GTE GTE 
Pennsylvania GTE BOC GTE 
South Carolina n/a n/a BOC 
Texas BOC GTE GTE 
Virginia GTE BOC BOC 
Washington BOC BOC BOC 
Wisconsin GTE BOC GTE 

GTE lower 15 8 13 
BOC lower 3 10 8 
# of possible statewide 
comparisons 

18 18 21 

Note: n/a indicates cases for which information on either AT&T-GTE or AT&T-BOC (or both) arbitration 
proceedings was not available. 



Table A.5— Resale Discounts: Business 

State ILEC offering the lower 
discount 

AT&T requested lower 
discount from 

Arbitrator awarded the 
lower discount to 

Alabama BOC n/a BOC 
California n/a BOC BOC 
Florida GTE GTE GTE 
Hawaii n/a n/a n/a 
Iowa GTE GTE GTE 
Illinois GTE n/a BOC 
Indiana GTE BOC GTE 
Kentucky GTE GTE BOC 
Michigan BOC BOC BOC 
Minnesota BOC BOC BOC 
Missouri GTE GTE GTE 
North Carolina GTE GTE GTE 
Nebraska GTE BOC GTE 
New Mexico n/a n/a n/a 
Ohio GTE BOC GTE 
Oklahoma n/a GTE GTE 
Oregon BOC BOC BOC 
Pennsylvania GTE BOC BOC 
South Carolina n/a n/a BOC 
Texas BOC BOC BOC 
Virginia GTE BOC BOC 
Washington GTE BOC BOC 
Wisconsin GTE BOC BOC 

 GTE lower 13 6 8 
 BOC lower 5 12 13 
#  of possible statewide 
comparisons 

18 18 21 

Note: n/a indicates cases for which information on either AT&T-GTE or AT&T-BOC  (or both) arbitration 
proceedings  was not available. 



Table A.6—Loop Price/Cost Ratios 

State ILEC requesting higher 
price/cost ratio 

AT&T offered higher 
price/cost ratio to 

Arbitrator awarded the 
higher price/cost ratio to

Alabama GTE n/a GTE 
California n/a BOC GTE 
Florida GTE GTE GTE 
Hawaii n/a n/a n/a 
Iowa BOC BOC BOC 
Illinois n/a n/a BOC 
Indiana GTE BOC BOC 
Kentucky GTE GTE GTE 
Michigan GTE BOC BOC 
Minnesota BOC BOC BOC 
Missouri BOC n/a GTE 
North Carolina GTE n/a BOC 
Nebraska n/a GTE GTE 
New Mexico n/a n/a n/a 
Ohio GTE BOC BOC 
Oklahoma GTE BOC BOC 
Oregon GTE GTE GTE 
Pennsylvania GTE BOC BOC 
South Carolina n/a n/a BOC 
Texas BOC GTE GTE 
Virginia n/a n/a BOC 
Washington BOC GTE GTE 
Wisconsin GTE n/a GTE 

GTE higher 11 6 10 
BOC higher 5 8 11 

#  of possible statewide 
comparisons 

16 14 21 

Note: n/a indicates cases for which  information on either  AT&T-GTE or AT&T-BOC  (or  both) arbitration 
proceedings  was not available. 



Table A.7—End-Office Switching Price/Cost Ratios 

State ILEC requesting 
higher price/cost ratio

AT&T offered higher 
price/cost ratio to 

Arbitrator awarded  
higher price/cost ratio to

Alabama n/a n/a n/a 
California n/a GTE GTE 
Florida BOC BOC BOC 
Hawaii n/a n/a n/a 
Iowa n/a n/a BOC 
Illinois n/a BOC n/a 
Indiana n/a n/a BOC 
Kentucky n/a n/a GTE 
Michigan GTE BOC BOC 
Minnesota GTE n/a BOC 
Missouri n/a n/a BOC 
Nebraska n/a n/a GTE 
North Carolina n/a n/a n/a 
New Mexico n/a n/a BOC 
Ohio n/a BOC BOC 
Oklahoma n/a BOC n/a 
Oregon GTE BOC GTE 
Pennsylvania GTE BOC BOC 
South Carolina n/a n/a n/a 
Texas n/a GTE GTE 
Virginia GTE n/a BOC 
Washington GTE GTE GTE 
Wisconsin n/a n/a n/a 

GTE higher 6 3 6 
BOC higher 1 7 10 

#  of possible statewide 
comparisons 

7 10 16 

Note: n/a indicates cases for which  information on either  AT&T-GTE or AT&T-BOC (or both) arbitration 
proceedings was not available. 
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